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Editor’s Preface 


eS SS 


This book concerns itself with the condition of the agricultural 
workers in the Soviet Union, rather than with the broader 
theme of the development of Soviet agriculture as a whole. 

But the unsatisfactory nature of the system in human terms 
is inextricably involved with its productive inefficiency. As 
Academician Sakharov remarks in his celebrated essay 
‘Thoughts on Progress, Peaceful Co-existence and Intellectual 
Freedom’ now circulating in Moscow, it has not been merely a 
question of ‘unconstrained exploitation of the countryside, pre- 
datory procurement at “symbolic prices”. . . the near-serfdom of 
the peasantry, the appointment of kolkhoz chairmen solely on 
the basis of their servility and cunning’, but also ‘a most pro- 
found and scarcely retrievable destruction of the economy and 
the whole way of life of the countryside’. 

The collectivisation carried out in 1930-3 was above all a 
war to bring the peasantry, and agricultural production, under 
party and state control. And the casualties were those of a 
major war. 

The political target was reached. The same does not apply 
to the economic. The economic destruction was on a par with 
the human casualties. Over a quarter of the productive capacity 
of the farms was destroyed—in particular, the decline in live- 
stock was catastrophic: cattle dropped from 67 million in 1929 
to 38 million in 1933,* and horses from 32 million to 17 million. 
Worse still, in the long run, the new system proved incapable, 
even after many years, of producing the grain and meat sur- 
pluses planned and required. 

Forced collectivisation was not a necessary consequence of 
Communist—of Leninist—ideas. Lenin warned against any but 
a long process of persuasion and education in bringing social- 
ism to the countryside, and the party line till 1929 followed his 

. es figures) The USSR in Figures, Moscow, 1935, pp. 110, 
180 ff. 

+ Chislennost Skota v SSSR. Moscow, 1957, p. 8. 
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advice, against the more extreme ideas of the ‘left’ faction 
around Trotsky. 

But even they, the original theorists of the idea of wringing 
the resources for industry from the countryside like Preo- 
brazhensky, had, as a matter of simple calculation, intended to 
combine this ‘socialist exploitation’ with fiscal measures designed 
to encourage agriculture. Stalin’s collectivisation, considered 
from this point of view as a means of financing industrial 
progress by funds from the agricultural sector, was simply 
a failure—a reckless, ill-conceived, crudely executed failure. 

The Japanese had been faced with the same problem from 
the beginning of the Meiji epoch. The Government had to look 
to the village as the source of the savings needed to finance 
the new industry. As a result, up to 60 per cent of the peasants’ 
income was taken from them in tax and rent.* But at the same 
time the Japanese authorities gave them every incentive to 
improve techniques and increase production. Between 1885 
and 1915 the productivity of agricultural labour about doubled, 
farm output increased by 44 per cent and per capita food 
production by 20 per cent.f Without compulsion, or forced 
labour, simply by fiscal means, accompanied by government 
activity in credit, roads, water supplies, and technical help, 
the agricultural sector was kept economically healthy, and able 
to play its part in the national modernisation. 

The Japanese line was naturally not without faults and dis- 
tortions, and need not be offered as an absolutely valid model 
for other countries in such a position. But at least, and long 
before Stalin’s extravagant initiative, it shows the main con- 
sideration, economically speaking. And basically, this is an old 
and simple point: that excessive taxation destroys the sources 
of revenue. 

At the Central Committee plenums of September, 1953, and 
February, 1954, Khrushchev revealed that grain production 
was still less per capita, and cattle figures less absolutely, than 
in Tsarist times. On January 1, 1916, there were 58,400,000 
cattle on the present territory of the USSR; on January 1, 1953, 
56,600,000: the population had meanwhile gone up from under 


°W. W. Lockwood, The Economic Development of Japan, 
Growth and Structural Change, 1868-1938, OUP, 1955, pp. 26, 56. 

+ B. J. Johnston, Journal of Political Economy, 1951. See S. 
Swianiewicz, Forced Labour and Economic Development, OUP, 
1965, for a discussion. 
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160 million to almost 190 million. Again, in spite of a vast 
effort of capital and technical investment, the yield in 1965 of 
950 kilograms per hectare was small improvement on the 1913 
figure of 820 kilograms.° 

Soviet literature of the late Thaw often pointed out that the 
old-time peasant had more genuine sense of agricultural needs 
than is found at the present. A recent Soviet story even makes 
the point that a collective farm disaster—the death of a herd 
of cows through gorging on damp clover—could not have hap- 
pened even under the landlords of Tsarist times. It took place 
when the kolkhoz chairman was off duty, at the weekend. 
“Can anyone imagine a landowner keeping a bailiff who re- 
sided permanently in town and went off home like an office 
worker even when summer work was in full swing .. .?’+ 

There is no reason, if a free choice of method were allowed, 
why the Russian land should not be as productive and prosper- 
ous as the equivalent territories of Canada and the USA. Even 
today, about a third of all Soviet agricultural output still 
comes from the peasant’s exiguous private plot and private 
cattle. A recent Soviet novel about a collective farm in the north 
even shows a 67-year-old kolkhoznik, retired through rheuma- 
tism, making a better living from his private patch of vege- 
tables than the rest of the kolkhoz members can achieve.{ 

It seems to have been precisely because of its irrationality 
and bloodiness that collectivisation became a dogma impos- 
sible to dispute. Pasternak doubtless exaggerated when (in 
Doctor Zhivago) he attributed the whole Terror to the fact that 
‘collectivisation was both a mistake and a failure, and because 
that couldn’t be admitted, every means of intimidation had to 
be used to make people forget how to think and judge for 
themselves ...’. But it is clear that to write it all off cheerfully 
as an unfortunate mistake is something beyond even the 
capacity of the apparat. For it would be a confession of at best 
criminal negligence or manslaughter. 

The millions who perished, the millions who suffered under 
this new and dreary serfdom—to admit that this was all in vain, 
to revert (as in Yugoslavia and Poland) to a method at once 
more productive and less oppressive, seems to require an effort 
beyond the moral strength of the Party responsible—many of 

* Narodnoye Khozaistvo SSSR v 1965 godu, p. 311. 

+ Yefim Dorosh, “Rain and Sunshine”, Novy Mir, no. 6, 1964. 

t Fyodor Abramov, “Round and About”, Neva, January, 1963. 
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whose current leaders played active, if minor parts in the origi- 
nal campaign. The burden cannot, it seems, be faced. 

From 1954 to 1958 a sensible improvement took place. It 
came in the main as the result of abandoning the elements of 
Stalin’s rural system which were wholly unjustifiable even on 
its own principles. Once these absurdities—such as the taxes 
which, as Khrushchev tells us, were actually larger than the 
peasants’ entire cash income—were removed, and the villages 
had been advanced from near-starvation to mere poverty, the 
end of the possibilities of advance within the system was soon 
reached. From 1958 agricultural output has been virtually stag- 
nant. The solution—many and various “reorganisations’—has 
not proved efficacious. 

During the Stalin period grain statistics were falsified by the 
“biological yield” method. Estimates of the crop in the field 
were substituted for the actual count of grain in the barns. As 
Khrushchev later revealed, this led to an exaggeration in 1952, 
for example, of a harvest of about 92 million tons being pre- 
sented publicly as 130 million. 

The method was abolished after Stalin’s death. But the 
system at present in use is, if not so scandalous, still a re- 
markably unsatisfactory one. Under it the crop is measured 
cut on the ground, or in the bins of the combine harvesters, 
before transport, drying and the removal of dirt. It seems that 
a loss of up to 20 per cent by weight is implied. But this is only 
one of the dubious methods by which an admittedly unsatis- 
factory situation is made to appear nearly tolerable. 

For many decades, Soviet official statements on agriculture 
have concentrated on much-publicised plans for huge advances, 
punctuated by rather quieter admissions that the last one has 
proved largely abortive. Khrushchev’s announcement of May, 
1957, that the USSR would catch up with America in meat 
and milk production within the next two or three years* was 
only one of a series of chimeras. For the present the more 
extreme of these have been abandoned, and a certain reversion 
to the remaining possibilities of rationalisation within the 
system is producing marginal gains, though nothing resembling 
the radical improvement required and promised. 

Instead, as we shall see, the rural economy is subjected to 
bureaucratic reorganisations, at best tending towards minor and 


* Pravda, May 24, 1957. 
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comparative devolution. As long as the present kolkhoz system 
persists, it is difficult to imagine more than minor improvement. 
Meanwhile the peasant remains a second-class citizen both in 
status and economically, and agriculture by far the most back- 
ward in the civilised world. All in all, except for the Secret 
Police itself, no single one of the institutions of the Soviet 
Union has brought the régime less credit than the collective 
farm. 

Acknowledgements are due in the first place to H. S. Murray; 
and also to Dr. A. Alexeyenko and M. Friedman. 


Rosert Conquest 
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I 


Historical Development 
to the Death of Stalin 


MARX AND THE PEASANT 


The Marxist view of the peasant was traditionally an unflatter- 
ing and unsympathetic one. Deemed no true revolutionary, he 
was relegated to a secondary réle—at best that of an unreliable 
ally of the industrial proletariat. He could only improve his lot 
by becoming proletarianised. This attitude is seen in the Com- 
munist Manifesto of 1848,1 which declared: “The proletariat 
alone is a really revolutionary class. The other classes decay 
and finally disappear. The peasantry were lumped together 
with other sections of ‘the lower middle class’, which ‘are not 
revolutionary, but conservative. Nay, more, they are reaction- 
ary ... If by chance they are revolutionary they are so only in 
view of their impending transfer into the proletariat.’ 

The manifesto listed among the measures to be taken after 
the seizure of power by the proletariat: 


‘Abolition of property in land...the improvement of the soil 
generally in accordance with a common plan... . Establishment of 
industrial armies especially for agriculture. Combination of agri- 
culture with manufacturing industries; gradual abolition of the 
distinction between town and country.’ 


Characteristic of Marxist teaching on agrarian problems was 
its insistence on the superiority of large-scale over small-scale 
farming, and on the need to replace smallholdings, after the 
proletarian revolution, by large-scale co-operatives. According 
to Engels, who elaborated this point in The Peasant Question 
in France and Germany (1894), the transformation should be 
achieved without the use of force: 


“When we are in possession of State power we shall not even 
think of forcibly expropriating the small peasants (regardless of 
whether with or without compensation), as we shall have to do in 
the case of the big landowners. Our task relative to the small 
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peasant consists, in the first place, in effecting a transition of his 
private enterprise and private possession to co-operative ones, not 
forcibly but by dint of example and the proffer of social assistance 
for this purpose ... We, of course, are decidedly on the side of the 
small peasant; we shall do everything at all permissible to make his 
lot more bearable, to facilitate his transition to the co-operative 
should he decide to do so, and even to make it possible for him to 
remain on his smallholding for a protracted length of time to think 
the matter over, should he be still unable to bring himself to this 
decision.’ 


Engels considered*® optimistically that even the well-to-do 
peasants would probably transfer voluntarily to co-operatives, 
so that force would only have to be applied against the big 
landlords. 


LENIN AND THE PEASANT 


Marxist revolutionary doctrine, which focused on the urban 
proletariat and largely ignored the peasantry, was hard to 
apply in Russia, where land-hungry peasants dominated the 
scene and the peasant had habitually been regarded as the 
main instrument of revolution. Lenin’s earliest political writings 
were devoted to combating such ‘populist’ views. He was 
deeply imbued with the Marxist disdain for the peasantry, 
because of its attachment to private property, individualism, 
and conservatism. But he realised, especially after the peasant 
upheavals of 1905, the need for peasant support for the prole- 
tarian revolution, and evolved the idea of a ‘worker-peasant 
alliance’ in which the worker remained very much the senior 
partner. He continued to demand the abolition of all private 
property in land and it was not until shortly before the Bol- 
shevik Revolution, as a tactical expedient, that he gave all-out 
support to the slogan: ‘Land to the Peasant’. By sanctioning and 
encouraging the peasant seizure and division of land to secure 
Bolshevik power in 1917, Lenin postponed and made more 
difficult the goal of large-scale co-operative agriculture. 

The Bolsheviks were so weak in rural areas that at first they 
had to collaborate with the non-Marxist, peasant-supported 
Socialist Revolutionary Party, whose agrarian programme they 
temporarily took over. The first agrarian measures adopted 
under the Soviet régime were Socialist Revolutionary, not Bol- 
shevik in inspiration, and were framed in response to peasant 
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demands rather than in conformity with Bolshevik doctrine 
about the ‘socialisation of agriculture’. 

Thus the Land Decree of November 8, 1917, incorporated 
the Socialist Revolutionary ‘Peasant Instructions’, which had 
been drawn up on the basis of peasant demands.‘ It declared 
that only the Constituent Assembly (to be dispersed by the 
Bolsheviks when it met in January, 1918) could decide the land 
question, but asserted that ‘the most just solution’ would be 
the conversion of all land, including State land, ‘to the use of 
all who work on it’, and that ‘forms of land tenure must be 
completely free...as may be decided by individual villages’. 
A decree ‘on the socialisation of land’ of February 19, 1918, 
while referring to the virtues of a collective system of agricul- 
ture, was concerned to achieve the just distribution of land 
according to the Land Decree. Lenin subsequently admitted: 


“We Bolsheviks were opposed to the law. Yet we signed it, be- 
cause we did not want to oppose the will of the majority of peasants 
... We did not want to impose on the peasants the idea that the 
equal division of the land was useless, an idea which was alien to 
them. Far better, we thought, if, by their own experience and 
suffering, the peasants themselves came to realise that equal division 
is nonsense ... That is why we helped to divide the land, although 
we realised it was no solution.’® 


Lenin was concerned, where possible, to avoid antagonising 
the peasantry since his régime depended on it for survival— 
as food-provider and for Red Army recruits. He consistently 
counselled against haste and coercion in the ‘socialisation of 
agriculture’, and the first experiments in this direction—the 
setting up of collective and State farms,* communes and other 
forms of collective agriculture—made little headway. It was 
not ‘socialisation’ but Bolshevik measures for securing food 
during the civil war—in particular, their use of armed detach- 
ments to extract grain by force and the ‘food dictatorship’— 
that alienated the peasantry. Lenin tried to maintain some 
allies among the peasantry by ‘splitting’ it, and drawing a 
largely artificial distinction between poor and middle peasants 
with whom the Bolsheviks allegedly collaborated, and kulaks 
who were blamed for the famine and held to be legitimate 


* Known in Russian respectively as kolkhoz (abbreviation of 
kollektivnoe khozyaistvo) and Sovkhoz (abbreviation of Sovetskoe 
khozyaistvo). 
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targets for repression. But the combination of a desperate food 
situation and serious peasant uprisings in 1920-21 (the most 
important of which, led by Antonov, had two ‘armies’ in the 
Tambov area totalling at least 50,000 men, and had to be sup- 
pressed by the Red Army under Marshal Tukhachevsky) made 
further radical concessions to the peasantry necessary.’ This 
was the New Economic Policy (NEP) which replaced the com- 
pulsory grain deliveries by a tax in kind and granted increas- 
ingly important concessions to private enterprise, including 
even the right of peasants to hire labour and lease land* 

Under NEP, agricultural production recovered and the peas- 
ants were pacified. Lenin claimed in November, 1922: 


‘Peasant uprisings which, before 1921, were a common occur- 
rence in Russia, have almost completely ceased ... The position of 
the peasant is now such that we have no reason to fear any move- 
ment against us from him... Any serious dissatisfaction with us 
on the part of the peasantry as a whole is at any rate completely 
out of the question. This has been achieved in the course of one 
year.’® 


AGRARIAN POLICY AND THE 
POST-LENIN POWER STRUGGLE 


The policy of conciliating the peasants was continued after 
Lenin’s death in January, 1924. In the spring of 1925, it was 
taken even further when Bukharin, supported by Stalin, 
launched a campaign to encourage efficient and well-to-do 
peasants (i.e. kulaks) to expand and develop and thereby bring 
about a national economic revival. The most memorable epi- 
sode in this campaign was a speech by Bukharin in the Bolshoi 
Theatre in Moscow, when he said: 


‘Our policy in relation to the countryside should develop in the 
direction of removing, and in part abolishing, many restrictions 
which put the brake on the growth of the well-to-do and kulak 
farm. To the peasants, to all the peasants, we must say: Enrich 
yourselves, develop your farms, and do not fear that restrictions 
will be put on you. However paradoxical it may appear, we must 
develop the well-to-do farm in order to help the poor peasant and 
the middle peasant.’ (Emphasis as in Pravda.”) 


Bukharin denounced as ‘theoretically incorrect and practi- 
cally senseless’ the view that ‘capitalism is developing in the 
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countryside, that the kulak will establish large-scale farming, 
that renting will grow, that the kulaks will turn into new land- 
lords and that we shall then have to carry out a second revolu- 
tion on the rural front’. 

This, however, was the high-point of the conciliation policy. 
The controversy over agrarian problems was one of the central 
issues in the post-Lenin power struggle. Its main feature was 
Stalin’s attack first on ‘Leftist’ and then on ‘Rightist’ opponents 
and, in line with this manceuvre, his gradual abandonment of 
the view that the expansion of industry required the develop- 
ment of a prosperous peasant economy through concessions to 
the peasants. He came to espouse the opposite view: that in- 
dustrialisation must take place at the expense of the peasants. 
Already, before the end of 1925, Bukharin had been compelled 
to retract™ his slogan ‘Enrich yourselves’, 

The swing away from conciliation was hastened by the fact 
that although agricultural production increased under NEP, 
so did difficulties in getting the peasants to market it. In 1928, 
according to Stalin, ‘the amount of marketable grain in our 
country is now half what it was before the war, although the 
gross output of grain has reached the pre-war level”.” Stalin 
blamed the procurement crisis mainly on the kulak and said 
that ‘the solution lies in the transition from individual peasant 
farming to collective, socially-conducted agriculture’, and in 
‘a struggle against the capitalist elements of the peasantry, 
against the kulaks’.* The main victims of this policy switch 
were precisely those peasants whom the régime had previously 
encouraged to expand. 

Stalin’s justification of his policy before the Central Com- 
mittee at a July, 1928, plenum was published more than 20 
years later. It exemplifies his superficial and schematic style 
of argument, but is the frankest apologia which he left on 
record: 


‘The way matters stand with the peasantry in this respect [capi- 
tal accumulation for investment in industry] is as follows: it not 
only pays the State the usual taxes, direct and indirect; it also 
overpays—in relatively high prices for manufactured goods, in the 
first place, and it is more or less underpaid in the prices for agri- 
cultural produce, in the second place. 

‘This is an additional tax on the peasantry for the sake of develop- 
ing industry, which serves the whole country, including the peasantry. 
It is something in the nature of a “tribute”, of a supertax, which 
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we are temporarily compelled to levy in order to maintain and 
develop our present rate of industrial development, in order to 
ensure an industry for the whole country, further raise the well- 
being of the rural population and then abolish altogether this 
additional tax, these “scissors” between town and country: 

‘It is an unpleasant business, there is no denying. But we should 
not be Bolsheviks if we slurred over this and closed our eyes to the 
fact that, unfortunately, our industry and our country cannot at 
present dispense with this additional tax on the peasantry...’ 


With less candour, Stalin continued: 


‘Are the peasants capable of bearing this burden? They un- 
doubtedly are: firstly because this burden will grow lighter from 
year to year, and secondly, because this additional tax is being 
levied . . . under Soviet conditions, when exploitation of the peasants 
by the Socialist State is out of the question, and when this addi- 
tional tax is being paid in a situation in which the living standards 
of the peasantry are steadily rising.’ (Stalin’s emphasis.) 


Bukharin, according to Stalin, made the ‘ludicrous accusa- 
tion’ that this policy amounted to ‘the military and feudal 
exploitation of the peasantry’ and denied that the establish- 
ment of collective and State farms could ‘play any serious part 
in the development of our agriculture’.* With even greater 
prescience, Bukharin told Kamenev that Stalin would ‘have to 
drown the risings in blood’. But all objections were futile; by 
November, 1929, Bukharin had been removed from the Polit- 
buro and compelled to publish a grovelling recantation.” 

In 1928, ‘emergency measures’ for the forcible extraction of 
grain, similar to those employed during the civil war, were 
taken to deal with the crisis, which Stalin admitted was not 
merely economic but contained a political threat to the 
régime.” These repressive measures aggravated the crisis by 
further embittering the peasants (though officially directed at 
the kulaks, in practice they struck at the peasants as a whole), 
and a chain reaction set in which seems to have played an 
important part in impelling Stalin to force a showdown. An- 
other factor was that the apparatus of compulsion which he 
had concentrated in rural areas to secure grain in 1928-9 was 
available for an escalation of the struggle against the peasants. 

Stalin told a meeting of Marxist agricultural experts on De- 
cember 27, 1929, that ‘we have moved on from a policy of 
limiting the exploiting tendencies of the kulaks to a policy of 
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liquidating the kulaks as a class’. (Stalin’s emphasis.) And on 
January 5, 1930, the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
(CPSU) Central Committee decreed ‘that within the Five Year 
Plan period [i.e. by the end of 1933], instead of the collectivisa- 
tion of 20 per cent of the sown area as laid down in the Plan, 
we can solve the problem of collectivising the vast majority 
of peasant households; and morever, the collectivisation of 
such important grain-growing areas as the Lower Volga, 
Middle Volga and North Caucasus can be basically completed 
by the autumn of 1930 or at any rate by the spring of 1931’.” 
The relatively sober collectivisation proposals adopted as 
recently as April 1929 were thus jettisoned, and the signal given 
for a headlong rush. 

Thus was launched what was known as ‘the policy of the 
liquidation of the kulaks as a class on the basis of wholesale 
collectivisation’—a policy which probably had more far-reach- 
ing consequences for the Soviet régime and people than any 
other initiated by Stalin. 


COLLECTIVISATION, FIRST PHASE 


A Politburo decree of January 30, 1930, ‘on measures for the 
liquidation of kulak households in areas of wholesale collecti- 
visation™ divided the kulaks into three groups. The first cate- 
gory was composed of ‘the counter-revolutionary aktiv, the 
organisers of terrorist acts and of insurgent organisations’; the 
second of ‘the remainder of the counter-revolutionary aktiv, 
composed of richer kulaks and semi-landowners’; and the third 
of ‘all other kulak elements’. 

The first category was to be arrested by the OGPU® (politi- 
cal police) and ‘immediately isolated by being confined in 
corrective labour camps, while not hesitating to apply the 
highest measure of punishment [i.e. death] to organisers of 
terrorist acts, counter-revolutionary actions and insurgent 
organisations.” The second category, like the first, was to be 
‘deported to remote localities of the USSR’.* The third was to 
be resettled locally, outside kolkhoz territory, on the worst land, 
such as ‘eroded’ areas, ‘swamplands in woods’ and other soil 
‘in need of improvement’.* In practice, however, the third 
category was treated no more leniently than the first two, for 
‘this category of kulaks, too, carried out an active struggle 
against the kolkhozes [and] the necessity arose to resettle it, 
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also, in the remoter areas’.* The deportation of the first two 
categories was to be carried out ‘during February—May [1930], 
depending on the tempos of collectivisation in particular 
oblasts (regions), and with the aim of isolating not less than 
50 per cent of the total by the beginning of sowing’ [April 
15].” 

A decree of February J, 1930, authorised the executive com- 
mittee of local Soviets ‘to apply all necessary measures of 
struggle with the kulaks, including the total confiscation of the 
kulaks’ property and their deportation from the territory of 
particular raions and krais or oblasts’. The confiscated property 
‘must be transferred to the indivisible funds of kolkhozes’.® A 
supplementary decree of February 3 instructed the OGPU, in 
conjunction with the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Re- 
public (RSFSR) Sovnarkom (Council of the People’s Commis- 
sars), to submit proposals ‘for the resettlement of the kulaks 
and their families deported to remote localities of the RSFSR, 
and for their employment in work’.” 

The brunt of the task of carrying out collectivisation and 
‘dekulakisation’ fell on the OGPU. Operations at the local 
(raion and okrug) level were in the hands of specially formed 
troikas (three-man commissions) consisting of the First Secre- 
tary of the Party Committee, the chairman of the Soviet execu- 
tive committee, and an OGPU representative.” ‘Dekulakisation 
brigades’ were formed of selected activists, and before the end 
of 1929 a first contingent of 25,000 industrial workers had been 
ordered by the All-Union Central Council of Trade Unions to 
reinforce them.” 

An extensive purge of local party and Soviet officials was 
initiated before collectivisation to ensure, among other things, 
the removal of elements even slightly sympathetic to the 
peasants. The scale of the party purge may be judged by data 
for the important Central Black Earth oblast, where 5,322 
members of the party organisation—18:4 per cent of its mem- 
bership—were expelled, and ‘several party raikoms (raion party 
committees) were disbanded for Rightist opportunism and cer- 
tain raikom party secretaries were dismissed’™ The Soviets 
were ordered by a decree of January 31, 1930, to hold ‘early 
re-elections of rural Soviets and raion executive committees’. 
The aim was ‘the re-election of those village Soviets which 
were impregnated with alien elements... and of those raion 
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executive committees which failed to direct the village Soviets 
or to start work on the collectivisation of agriculture’. 

These measures were the prelude to Stalin’s first great appli- 
cation of violence on a national scale, in which the whole 
apparatus of coercion and of the party cadres was engaged in 
a virtual civil war against the peasants. As a result, the Soviet 
State suffered a trauma as great as that left by the civil war, 
or, subsequently, by the Ezhoushchina (the Great Purge of the 
1980s). 

Very little of what happened has been revealed by official 
sources. The frankest admissions came as a by-product of 
Khrushchev’s destalinisation of Soviet history, and the post- 
Khrushchev régime is now trying to disown these admissions.* 
Some idea of the violence, destruction and chaos which sub- 
merged the Soviet countryside in the early months of 1930 
can, however, be gained from the account by Danilov, the 
foremost Khrushchevian historian of collectivisation: 


‘The mistakes and deviations made during the winter of 1929— 
30 caused enormous harm to the whole cause of mass collectivisa- 
tion, aroused the discontent of the masses of poor and middle 
peasants and prepared the ground for provocations by enemies of 
the Soviet régime. In many places, anti-Soviet revolts were organ- 
ised by the kulaks. Cases of bestial violence against Communists 
and kolkhoz activists became more frequent. The mass destruction 
of cattle began. As a result of deviations in kolkhoz construction and 
the hostile activities of the kulaks during the collectivisation years 
[from 1928 to 1933] 26-6 million head of cattle were destroyed 
(42:6 per cent), 15:3 million horses (47 per cent), 63-4 million 
sheep (65-1 per cent), etc. Livestock farming was dealt a heavy 
blow.* The kolkhoz movement, as a result of the mistakes, was on 
the verge of being discredited. A threat of disruption developed 
to the alliance of the working class and the peasantry, a threat to 
the very existence of the dictatorship of the proletariat. In the 
second half of February, 1930, the discontent of the peasant masses 
became exceptionally acute. The party Central Committee had to 
take decisive steps without delay to rectify the situation.”® 

The ‘mistakes and deviations’ referred to by Danilov, and of 
which he gives detailed examples, were of four basic kinds, the 
common denominator being the indiscriminate use of violence 
and coercion: 

(a) forcing peasants into collective farms by threatening to 

treat them as kulaks (i.e. to arrest and deport them and 
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confiscate their property) and by other threats (e.g. to 

cut off all supplies, impose higher taxes); 

applying dekulakisation measures to all and sundry (‘In 

some areas up to 15 per cent of peasant households were 

dekulakised. Among them were not only middle but 
even poor peasants’®); 

(c) setting up instant collective farms by edict, without any 
consultation with the peasants concerned (‘The organisa- 
tion of kolkhozes was often carried out en masse, and 
the kolkhozniks had no clear idea of the objects and 
tasks of the kolkhoz.’™); 

(d) forcing on the peasants an excessive degree of socialisa- 
tion (‘Communes were forcibly established. Also, in the 
establishing of kolkhozes, attempts were made to social- 
ise all the cattle, which aroused the peasants’ sharp dis- 
content. Krai and oblast party committees vainly tried 
to get Stalin to explain the question of socialisation. 
There was no explanation.’™) 


(b 


— 


PEASANT RESISTANCE 


In the period leading up to mass collectivisation, peasant re- 
sistance, especially to grain procurements, was increasing. The 
rise of this resistance may be gauged by data for the Ukraine, 
where ‘in the first half of 1928, 117 terrorist acts were regis- 
tered. In the second half of 1928 and in 1929 kulak terror in- 
creased still further. From October, 1928, to February, 1929, 
the kulaks carried out 300 murders, woundings and acts of 
arson...In 1929, the number of terrorist acts by kulaks rose 
four times compared with 1927.” 

For the peasant, the idea of entering a collective farm, even 
without compulsion, was abhorrent. It meant handing over 
whatever land, animals, implements, seed reserves, fodder, 
agricultural buildings and other equipment he may have pos- 
sessed to a collective unit about which he had heard many 
unpleasant stories, from which he could not withdraw, over 
which he would have no control and the future of which 
seemed uncertain. Once mass collectivisation had begun, he 
had no alternative form of resistance to it except violence. 
And violence bred violence. 

Official sources give only piecemeal data on the extent of the 
violence and blame it entirely on the kulaks: 
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‘From agitating against the kolkhozes the kulaks turned to terror 
and sabotage. They murdered party and Soviet officials and kolkhoz 
organisers, set fire to kolkhozes and kolkhoz property, poisoned 
kolkhoz livestock and destroyed crops. Kulak aggressiveness in- 
creased from month to month... The kulaks’ desperate struggle 
against the kolkhozes, the establishment of counter-revolutionary 
insurgent organisations, and active resistance to collectivisation 
made it necessary to suppress kulak resistance and forcibly expro- 
priate kulak means of production. The method of dekulakisation 
was forced on the Soviet régime, the working class and the working 
peasantry by the kulaks themselves, by their desperate resistance 
to the kolkhoz movement.’* 


In the vital central Black Earth oblast, anti-Soviet mass demon- 
strations ‘bore a semi-insurrectionary character... people 
armed themselves with pitchforks, axes, staves, shot-guns, and 
hunting rifles...In many cases they were headed by former 
Antonov [see p. 16] bandits’. 

In some non-Russian parts of the Soviet Union, notably 
Central Asia, resistance to collectivisation merged with local 
national resistance movements and became particularly acute. 
The population was almost united in regarding it as a threat 
to its national identity and way of life. 

In Uzbekistan: ‘the kulak-bey elements, supported in every 
way by bourgeois-nationalists, the reactionary [Muslim] clergy 
and other anti-Soviet elements, put up a stubborn resistance 
to the Socialist onslaught, and did not hesitate to use any 
means and methods of struggle...In the cotton regions of 
Uzbekistan, the kulaks’ resistance to collectivisation took on 
the character of widespread agitation for the reduction of 
cotton crops and an increase in wheat... In some areas, the 
kulaks and beys organised several actions which were accom- 
panied by the murder of active officials and dekhans [poor 
peasants]. In 1930, 333 terrorist acts were registered ... In con- 
nexion with mass collectivisation, certain Basmachi [a national 
resistance movement] gangs renewed their activity ... In 1930, 
in Uzbekistan, 16 bands were active". ..’ 

In Kazakhstan, ‘the beys organised migrations into remote 
steppe regions and even over the frontier of the USSR [i.e. 
into Sinkiang, China]’.“ 

In Kirgizia, resistance took the form of ‘mass destruction of 
cattle and migration abroad. Under the influence of the beys, 
part of the population of the auls [villages] of Tuyuk and 
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Bogchata in the frontier Atbashinsk raion migrated to China, 
driving with them 30,000 sheep and 15,000 head of cattle. In 
the frontier regions of the Issyk-Kul, Tyan-Shan and Osh 
okrugs the beys and manapas [feudal aristocrats] formed bands 
which attacked kolkhozes.’“ 

In Turkmenistan: ‘In many areas, the beys persuaded the 
peasants not to enter the kolkhozes, but to flee abroad, to 
slaughter cattle and destroy crops... In certain areas near the 
deserts, the Basmachi movement, which had almost been liqui- 
dated in the preceding years, intensified again. A tense political 
situation developed in the Republic.“ 

The speed at which collectivisation was carried out in the 
winter of 1929-80 is an indication of its ferocity. Between 
October and March over half of all Soviet peasant families 
were collectivised.” 


COLLECTIVISATION, SECOND PHASE 


Even Stalin and his supporters must have been scared by the 
violence and chaos which their call for ‘mass collectivisation’ 
unleashed in a mere few weeks. It was imperative to call a 
halt before matters got completely out of hand. This Stalin 
did in his article, ‘Dizziness from Successes’, in Pravda of 
March 2, 1930. In it he tried to evade responsibility for the 
mistaken policy by alleging it had been ‘distorted’ by over- 
zealous local officials who applied force instead of the ‘volun- 
tary principle,” and even attempted to take credit for saving 
the country from the crisis which he himself had provoked.“ 
There followed a Central Committee decree of March 14, 
1930, ‘on the struggle against distortions of the party line in 
the kolkhoz movement’,” which condemned the use of force 
and ordered strict adherence to the ‘voluntary principle’. The 
response was an exodus from the collective farms, which re- 
duced the proportion of collectivised peasant families from over 
a half to under a quarter by August, 1930.” But, ‘despite the 
considerable exit from the collective farms in the spring of 
1930, the basic mass of peasant households were consolidated 
in the kolkhozes' and the respite was only temporary. Pres- 
sure was gradually resumed and by June, 1931, more than half 
the peasants (13 million families) were again collectivised in 
211,000 kolkhozes.® 

The year 1932 saw the introduction of savage legislation 
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directed at the peasants. A decree of August 7, ‘on the guard- 
ing of State property’,* ordered that all collective farm pro- 
perty (such as cattle, standing crops and agricultural produce) 
should henceforth be considered State property, ‘sacred and 
inviolable’. Those guilty of offences against such property were 
to be considered ‘enemies of the people’. There were to be only 
two penalties for its theft: execution by shooting and, where 
there were extenuating circumstances, imprisonment for not 
less than ten years with total confiscation of private property. 
A second part of the decree ordered that kulaks who attempted 
to force kolkhozniks to leave their collective farms were to be 
sentenced to between five and ten years in a concentration 
camp. Failure to report these crimes to the authorities was also 
a punishable offence. Those sentenced under the terms of the 
decree were to be excluded from amnesties. Official interpreta- 
tions of the decree later declared that it was also to apply to 
persons who rendered false kolkhoz accounts, sabotaged agri- 
cultural work, or ‘wrecked’ crops, and so on. 

During 1932, 20 per cent of all those convicted by courts in 
the Soviet Union were dealt with under this decree,® which 
Stalin, in January, 1933, described as ‘the basis of revolutionary 
legality at the present moment’.* It was subsequently revealed 
that Stalin had written the decree himself.” 

The decree provided legal cover for whatever terroristic 
reprisals were thought necessary to break peasant resistance to 
collectivisation. Examples of this were given by former prose- 
cutor-general Vyshinsky during a tongue-in-cheek denuncia- 
tion® of ‘some local officials’ who, he admitted, had greeted 
the decree as a signal ‘to shoot or roll into concentration camps 
as many people as possible’. He told how death sentences had 
been imposed for the theft of two sheaves of corn or 2% kilo- 
grams of flour, and recounted how one young man had been 
sent to a concentration camp for ten years for having ‘frolicked 
in a barn with some girls at night, thus disturbing the kolkhoz 
pig. 

A fortnight later there followed a decree ‘on the fight against 
speculation’. Stalin remarked: “This law does not suffer from 
particular mildness.’® It ordered ‘the OGPU, the Prokuratura 
and the local authorities to take measures for the eradication 
of speculation’ (which had been defined as the purchase and 
resale for profit by private citizens of agricultural products and 
goods of mass consumption), ‘applying to speculators and 
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dealers imprisonment in a concentration camp for between 
five and ten years without the right of amnesty’. It was later 
admitted that this decree, too, had been ‘misinterpreted’ and 
applied, for example, to kolkhozniks for attempting to sell the 
produce of their private plots." 

In December, 1932, an extensive internal passport system 
was introduced, ostensibly in order to expel ‘kulaks, criminals 
and other anti-social elements’ from urban areas. All move- 
ment was strictly controlled, the system being administered by 
the OGPU’s Chief Administration of Militia. Only urban dwel- 
lers were issued with passports and could move about the 
country if they registered their passports with the militia at 
each move. Non-passport-holders (in effect, collective farmers) 
were forbidden to live where passports were required (all 
urban and frontier areas) and could only pay short visits to 
their local towns in special circumstances. 

Even more difficult than forcing the peasants into kolkhozes 
was getting the kolkhozes to function. The newly formed ones 
—where they did not exist merely on paper—seriously lacked 
experienced managers, equipment and machinery, and the 
working morale of the peasants could not have been lower. 
Stalin automatically attributed these difficulties to ‘well-camou- 
flaged anti-Soviet elements, who organise wrecking and sabo- 
tage’ in the farms, and so justified a further round of terror.” 

A Central Committee resolution of January 11, 1933," read: 


‘Anti-Soviet elements, penetrating the kolkhozes in the capacity 
of accountants, managers, storekeepers, brigadiers and so on, and 
often in the capacity of leading officials of kolkhoz boards, are try- 
ing to organise wrecking, putting machines out of order, sowing 
badly, squandering kolkhoz property, undermining labour disci- 
pline, organising the theft of seeds, secret granaries and the sabotage 
of the grain harvest; and sometimes they succeed in breaking the 
kolkhozes up.’ 


The resolution demanded the expulsion of these ‘anti-Soviet 
elements’ from collective and State farms. It entrusted this task 
to newly-established ‘political departments’ in all Machine- 
Tractor Stations (MTS)* and State farms—in particular to their 
deputy heads, who were OGPU officials. The political depart- 
ments were staffed by party officials specially selected by a 
Politburo commission,“ and were ordered ‘to ensure party 
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control and act as the party’s eye in all spheres of the life and 
work of the MTS and State farms themselves, and of the 
kolkhozes served by the MTS’. 

Since the rural raion party committees were weak and con- 
sidered untrustworthy,* the MTS political departments were 
made independent of them and given exclusive authority to 
direct party and Komsomol work in the kolkhozes. The OGPU 
deputy heads ran their own ‘agent-informer networks’,” which 
supplied reports on hostile conversations and activities. These 
subsequently formed the basis for purges and arrests. In 
March, 1938, OGPU disclosures of ‘subversive activities’ in the 
Commissariat of Agriculture and State Farms resulted in 86 
death sentences and 44 sentences of long-term imprisonment 
for Commissariat employees.® 

By the spring of 1988, this new round of terror was as out 
of hand as the initial phase of collectivisation had been three 
years earlier, and once again Stalin intervened to call for 
‘moderation’ and disclaim responsibility. A secret instruction” 
‘to all party and Soviet officials, organs of the OGPU, the 
judiciary and the Prokuratura’, of May 8, 1938, which he signed 
together with Molotov (chairman of the Sovnarkom), said: 


‘The Central Committee and the Sovarkom are informed that 
disorderly mass arrests are still part of the practice of our officials 
... Arrests are made by all who so desire and who, strictly speak- 
ing, have no right to make arrests. It is not surprising that in such a 
saturnalia of arrests, organs which do have the right to arrest, in- 
cluding the OGPU and especially the militia, lose all feeling of 
moderation and often perpetrate arrests without any basis, acting 
according to the rule: “First arrest, and then investigate.” ’ 


The extent of the purge emerges from figures given by Dani- 
lov™: 


‘According to the data of the political departments of 24 oblasts, 
krais and Republics of the USSR, in 1933 over 30 per cent of 
agronomists were removed from their jobs, 47-3 per cent of 
managers, 34:3 per cent of storekeepers, 25 per cent of accountants, 
23-7 per cent of clerks, 24-4 per cent of stablehands, and 13 per 
cent of tractor-drivers. The main grounds for this were accusations 
of wrecking. Between a quarter and a third of kolkhoz chairmen of 
Kazakhstan, Lower Volga and North Caucasus were declared 
enemies of the kolkhoz system. Ya. A. Yakovlev, at that time 
People’s Commissar for Agriculture of the USSR, said at the be- 
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ginning of 1935 that during the last two years, hundreds of thou- 
sands of kolkhozniks were expelled from the kolkhozes, but only a 
few of these were really incorrigible enemies of the kolkhoz system.’ 


THE COST OF COLLECTIVISATION 


It is impossible to estimate the human cost of collectivisation 
in the early 1930s. The most that official sources admit is that 
‘from the beginning of 1930 until the autumn of 1932, 240,757 
kulak families—i.e., about one per cent of the total number 
of peasant households—were deported from the areas of 
wholesale collectivisation’.” But there is plenty of official evi- 
dence that not only kulaks, but middle and poor peasants 
suffered under ‘dekulakisation’ measures. As collectivisation 
proceeded, other categories were discovered to be ‘enemies of 
collectivisation’ and to require the same form of repression as 
the kulak. These included such ill-defined groups as the pod- 
kulachnik (peasants sympathetic to the kulaks), and ‘enemies 
of the people’ (under the decree of August 7, 1982, referred to 
above). The term kulak itself was never legally defined, and 
no official criterion was ever agreed on for identifying members 
of this ‘class’ to be liquidated.” In practice, of course, it was a 
peasant’s political attitude, especially towards collectivisation, 
not his social or economic standing, that determined how he 
was treated. It is also clear that not only relatively prosperous 
peasants resisted collectivisation, but in many areas the entire 
peasant population. 

The Politburo commission charged with preparing for ‘de- 
kulakisation’ in December, 1929, used an estimate of five to six 
million™ for the number of persons in kulak families (this 
would correspond roughly with Stalin’s estimate, a year earlier, 
that kulaks constituted five per cent of peasant families,” or 
more than a million of the 25 million peasant families), It 
would be reasonable to suppose that at least five to six million 
people were deported to Siberia and the far North, where 
many must have perished under the notorious slave labour 
system. 

As a result of the disintegration of the peasant economy 
caused by collectivisation, the Soviet Union suffered in 1982-4 
one of the worst famines ever. It was most severe in the grain- 
growing regions: the Ukraine, the North Caucasus (particularly 
the Kuban), the middle and lower Volga, and in Kazakhstan, 
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The most careful estimates of deaths from starvation are about 
five and a half million.” Thé Soviet authorities refused to admit 
the existence of the famine, tried to conceal it, refused all offers 
of foreign aid (unlike the time of the 1921-3 famine) and con- 
tinued to export grain” in order to buy machinery for indus- 
trialisation. Indeed, there seems to have been more concern at 
the loss of livestock than of peasants, for Stalin had no scruples 
in waging a ‘war of starvation’” against them. A particularly 
gruesome feature of the famine was cannibalism, of which 
several reports reached the outside world.” During the Khrush- 
chev period a Soviet novel containing a description of the 
famine in the Ukraine hinted that this had occurred.” The 
Ukrainian population went down from 31 million in 1926 to 
28 million in 1939. 

The human cost of collectivisation was particularly heavy 
in Central Asia. In Kazakhstan, ‘many mistakes made in 1930-1 
...led to an enormous destruction of productive forces and 
the death of many people in the auls [villages]’, according to a 
Khrushchevite historian.” The Kazakh people, in fact, appear 
to have suffered a population loss of 1:5 million, attributable 
to collectivisation." Several million nomads or semi-nomads 
were forced to settle, though many succeeded in migrating to 
China.” 

In Uzbekistan, ‘during 1930-8, 40,000 bey and kulak house- 
holds were liquidated, constituting above five per cent of all 
peasant households. The majority of kulaks in Uzbekistan were 
resettled in other regions of the Soviet Union.”® 

‘The deportation of beys from the more advanced areas of 
the Turkmen SSR was carried out in August and November, 
1930, when 1,943 dekulakised households were deported. The 
more vicious representatives of the beys were deported outside 
the Republic. In 1980 and 1931, a total of 2,211 kulak (bey) 
and landowner families were deported from the Republic.”™ 

For the régime, the imposition of the collective farm system 
had four principal advantages: 


(a) It finally destroyed the peasants’ power to hold the 
régime to ransom by withholding grain supplies, reduc- 
ing sown areas, or forcing up prices. 

(b) It made possible the extension into the countryside of 
detailed political control by the party and police, and of 
methods of labour organisation and discipline similar to 
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those already developed in industry. Henceforth all 
those agricultural tasks which the peasants had per- 
formed automatically, such as sowing and ploughing, 
were the subject of official party campaigns and direc- 
tives. 

(c) It made it possible to control the level of the peasants’ 
home consumption and thus ensure procurements of 
agricultural produce at terms and in quantities dictated 
by the régime, and 

(d) It facilitated the mobilisation of rural labour resources 
for large-scale transfers to industry and for the colonisa- 
tion of under-populated areas in Siberia and the Far East. 


Already, by 1932, grain procurements by the State were more 
than twice those of 1927, before collectivisation, although the 
harvest was much smaller.® 

On the other hand, agricultural production, especially live- 
stock farming, suffered a severe blow, and the pre-collectivisa- 
tion level of output was not reached again until about 1955. 


CONSOLIDATION OF THE 
COLLECTIVE FARM SYSTEM 
By the end of 1934, three-quarters of the peasant households 
and nine-tenths of the sown area had been collectivised in 
240,000 collective farms.” Peasant resistance had been broken 
by famine and terror, and the authorities began to concentrate 
on consolidating the new system. The main instrument for 
this was the revised ‘Model Statutes’ for the collective farms, 
adopted by the second congress of kolkhoznik-shock-workers 
in February, 1935, in strict conformity with which statutes 
were adopted by the farms themselves during 1935 and 1936. 
The main features of the statutes were: 


(a) The kolkhoz undertook ‘to conduct its collective economy 
according to the plan, adhering strictly to the plans for 
agricultural production established by the organs of the 
worker-peasant government and to its obligations to the 
State (Art. 6)’; 

(b) As the first charge on its production, it undertook ‘to 
fulfil its obligations to the State for deliveries and for 
returning seed-loans, and paying the MTS in kind...’ 
(Art. lla); and, as the last priority, after fulfilling other 
obligations, such as building up seed- and fodder- re- 
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serves, ‘it distributes all the remainder of the harvest and 
of the livestock products between the kolkhoz mem- 
bers...’ (Art. 11d); 

(c) Each peasant household was permitted to retain a small 
plot of land for its own use, limited to between a quarter 
and half a hectare (0-62 to 1-24 acres) and exceptionally, 
in some areas, one hectare (2:47 acres) and a small amount 
of private livestock, the standard allowance being: one 
cow, up to two head of young cattle, one sow with off- 
spring, up to ten sheep and/or goats, unlimited poultry 
and rabbits, up to 20 beehives (Arts. 2, 5); 

(d) “The distribution of the artel’s [kolkhoz’s] income among 
members is carried out exclusively according to the num- 
ber of labour-days* worked by each member’ (Art. 15); 

(e) The ‘highest organ’ of the kolkhoz was declared to be 
the general meeting of its members, which elected the 
chairman and a board of five to nine members to run its 
affairs in the intervals between general meetings (Arts. 
20, 21); 

(f) The kolkhoz undertook to consider theft of kolkhoz pro- 
perty and a ‘wrecking attitude’ as ‘treachery to the 
common cause of the kolkhoz and aid to the enemies of 
the people’ (see decree of August 7, 1932, referred to 
above), and to hand over those ‘guilty of such criminal 
undermining of the bases of the kolkhoz system’ to the 
courts, ‘for the infliction of punishment according to the 
full severity of the laws of the worker-peasant govern- 
ment’ (Art. 18), 


(a) COMPULSORY DELIVERIES 


For the authorities, the kolkhoz had one overriding function: 
to ensure that, no matter what happened, the State got its 
quota of each harvest and of animal products. Stalin declared, 
and the Soviet Press consistently repeated, that the fulfilment 
of compulsory deliveries was ‘the first commandment of work- 
ers of Socialist agriculture’ and ‘the most important economic 
and political task of all local party and Soviet organisations”. 

A decree of January 19, 1983, ‘on compulsory deliveries of 
grain to the State by kolkhozes and individual peasant farms’,” 
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substituted for the hitherto largely arbitrary assessments made 
in the guise of ‘contracts’, a new system of obligatory deliveries 
‘having the force of a tax’, based on the farms’ planned sown 
areas, and paid for at very low fixed State prices. According 
to the decree, fulfilment of these deliveries ‘is the prior duty 
of every kolkhoz and individual peasant farm, and the first 
grain threshed must be used for carrying this out’. It permitted 
the farms to sell grain on kolkhoz markets™ only after fulfil- 
ment of the grain deliveries plan by the whole Republic, krai 
and oblast ... and the complete replenishing of the seed funds’. 
Farms failing to complete their deliveries according to a fixed 
proportion of the total in each harvest month received propor- 
tionate monetary fines and were ordered to fulfil their entire 
annual deliveries ahead of schedule (Arts. 15, 16). 

The system for the obligatory delivery of meat, milk, butter, 
cheese, wool, etc., was altered in the same way as that for 
grain by decrees issued on September 23 and December 19, 
1932, and based on the supposed number of animals on a farm 
at a given time.” 

The progress of obligatory deliveries of agricultural products 
to the State was supervised by a Committee for Deliveries of 
Agricultural Products attached to the USSR Sovnarkom, with 
nationwide representation at all administrative levels down to 
the raion. The committee’s raion representative was ‘per- 
sonally responsible for ensuring by all means the exaction 
genuinely ahead of schedule of the entire unfulfilled portion 
of the planned annual grain deliveries from kolkhozes’ and, on 
the basis of monthly checks, instructed the local Soviets to 
impose fines on laggard kolkhozes. 

The State exacted grain deliveries from the farms not only 
in the form of compulsory deliveries at ‘symbolic’™ prices, but 
also in the form of payments in kind made by the farms to the 
MTS for work done on their fields. In the late 1930s, the State 
obtained slightly more grain by this second method than by 
the first.“ It was introduced by a decree of February 5, 1933, 
which established that the MTS should receive 20 per cent of 
the grain harvest in return for performing ‘all the basic agricul- 
tural work on the fields of the kolkhoz.® A decree of June 25, 
1933, said that legal proceedings would be started against any 
kolkhoz trying to avoid these payments in kind to the MTS. 

Yet another channel for compulsory grain deliveries was 
the exorbitant payments in kind for the grinding of grain 
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exacted from kolkhozes and kolkhozniks. It was not until 1954 
that cash payments were finally substituted for these pay- 
ments in kind.” 

Obligatory deliveries were also exacted from the small pri- 
vate plots of kolkhoz peasant households. They were based on 
the same system that applied to the kolkhozes but were gener- 
ally at lower rates.” Kolkhoz households were, however, obliged 
to deliver meat and potatoes, even though they had no live- 
stock and grew no potatoes.” 

Kolkhoz deliveries to the State and payments in kind to the 
MTS are thought to have amounted to 26 per cent of the grain 
harvest in 1987, 31 per cent in 1938 and 34 per cent in 1939. Dur- 
ing 1985-7, an average of 68 per cent of the meat and animal fats, 
45 per cent of the milk, and 58 per cent of the wool produced 
collectively is believed to have gone to the State.” No statis- 
tics are available for subsequent years, but the proportion of 
deliveries is thought to have been larger, because after 1940™ 
deliveries were based on the arable or total kolkhoz area, 
instead of on the planned sown area and number of livestock. 

Having delivered their compulsory quotas, kolkhozes and 
kolkhozniks, under a system introduced in 1982, were under 
pressure to sell grain and other products to the State at prices 
higher than quota prices but still well below kolkhoz market 
prices. There was a large element of compulsion in these 
‘voluntary’ sales, but they carried the privilege of buying 
scarce manufactured goods at State retail prices and so had 
some attraction even for farms with access to a kolkhoz mar- 
ket.™ 


(b) PRIVATE PLOTS AND LIVESTOCK 


The right of each kolkhoznik household to maintain and culti- 
vate a small private plot of land, and to rear a small number 
of private livestock, was solemnly embodied in Article 7 of the 
USSR’s ‘Stalin’ Constitution of 1986. But Stalin regarded this 
as a temporary concession, which could be withdrawn gradu- 
ally once the kolkhoz system had become firmly established. 
He explained to the Kolkhoznik congress which adopted the 
Model Statutes in February, 1935: 

‘Under present conditions, you must take into account the kolkhoz- 


niks’ private interests as well as their general interests . . . It is best 
to admit directly, frankly and honestly that a kolkhoz household 


3—A.W. U.S.3.R. [33] 


must have its own private plot, a small one, but its own . . . Other- 
wise it is impossible to strengthen the kolkhozes. To combine the 
private interests of the kolkhozniks with the communal interests 
of the kolkhozes—therein lies the key to strengthening the kol- 
khozes.™ 


The officially permitted holdings of private livestock, though 
limited, were higher than many kolkhozniks ever achieved. 
By 1938, even though 55:7 per cent of the country’s cows were 
privately owned by kolkhozniks,™ this meant that there were 
only 12:1 million cows in a total of 185 million households. 
Although no limitations were imposed on poultry and rabbits, 
these animals were relatively rare. More important was the 
total prohibition, except in some nomadic areas, on the private 
ownership of horses. The peasants, who had formerly relied 
on horses for a variety of tasks, could now only use one with 
the authority of the kolkhoz board, and on payment (Article 4 
of the Model Statutes). 

These statutes suggested that the private plots would be 
used merely as ‘kitchen gardens and orchards’. But for most 
kolkhozniks the plot, tiny as it was, represented the last rem- 
nant of their traditional way of life and a more rewarding 
focus of activity than the collective farm itself. Despite diffi- 
culties such as lack of equipment, fodder and fertiliser, the 
kolkhoznik managed to secure a surprisingly large return from 
this land. In 1938 the private plots were responsible for no 
less than 21-5 per cent of total Soviet agricultural produce, 
although they covered only 3:8 per cent of the cultivated 
land. Thus, even though the peasants had been forced into 
the collective farms, the battle for collectivisation had not been 
concluded. By the beginning of the Second World War, the 
kolkhoznik’s private plot was still his main source of income.” 
Far from reconciling private and collective interests by tolerat- 
ing this residue of private farming, the kolkhoz system perpe- 
tuated and fostered competition and conflict between them. 

At the Communist Party of the Soviet Union’s 18th congress 
in 1939 Andreev, a Politburo member in charge of agriculture, 
admitted that ‘in some places, the private plot economy of 
the kolkhoz household has begun to outgrow the communal 
economy of the kolkhoz, and is becoming the basic economy, 
while the kolkhoz economy, on the other hand, is becoming the 
subsidiary one’.!~ He claimed that private plots were no longer 
necessary because the kolkhozes were strong enough to supply 
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all the needs of the kolkhozniks, and insisted that ‘the private 
economy of kolkhoz households must increasingly take on a 
strictly subordinate character while the communal-kolkhoz 
economy grows as the basic one”. 

Soon after the CPSU congress, stern measures were intro- 
duced to enforce this policy and restrict the growth of the 
private plots and the amount of time spent on them. A decree 
of May 27, 1939," said that the plots were being illegally 
extended at the expense of kolkhoz land, and ‘to the advantage 
of private property and self-seeking elements who make use 
of the kolkhoz for speculation and private profit.’ It complained 
that the plots were treated as ‘private property ... which the 
kolkhoznik, and not the kolkhoz, disposes of at his own dis- 
cretion’, and that they were even leased out to other peasants. 
It also said that ‘there is a fairly considerable proportion of 
pseudo-kolkhozniks who either do not work at all in the 
kolkhozes, or work only for show, spending most of their time 
on their private plot’. 

The decree provided for the following measures: 


(a) All attempts to extend private plots above the statutory 
limits or to encroach on collective farm land to be dealt 
with as criminal acts, and all local party and Soviet 
officials permitting such acts to be expelled from their 
posts and the party and to be prosecuted. 

Kolkhozniks who lease their private plots to be expelled 

from the kolkhoz and deprived of their plots. 

(c) A survey of all private plots to be carried out by August 
15, 1939, and all surplus land discovered on them to be 
taken over by the kolkhozes by November 15, 1939; 
the boundaries between plots and kolkhoz land to be 
clearly marked with posts; a permanent corps of inspec- 
tors to carry out further periodic surveys; surveyors car- 
rying out inaccurate measurements to be dealt with by 
the courts.’ 

(d) Every able-bodied kolkhoznik, including women, to 
work a minimum number of Jabour-days each year on 
the kolkhoz (100 in cotton-growing areas, 80 in most 
other agricultural areas, 60 in areas with short growing 
seasons), or face expulsion from the kolkhoz. 

(e) A Resettlement Administration to be established for 
organising the transfer of kolkhozniks to areas such as 
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(b 
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Kazakhstan and the Far East, ostensibly from areas of 
land shortage to where it was plentiful, because ‘reserves 
of land for assignment to the kolkhozniks as private plots 
according to the statutory norms have already been ex- 
hausted in kolkhozes where land is short.’ 


(c) ORGANISATION OF 
WORK ON COLLECTIVE FARMS 


At an early stage of collectivisation, it was recognised that 

‘The most important and most harmful mistakes in the work of 
the kolkhozes in 1930 were, firstly, the distribution of kolkhoz in- 
come on a per capita basis instead of according to the quantity and 
quality of the kolkhoznik’s work; and, secondly, inept and bad 
organisation of labour.’"® 
The recommended remedy for the first of these mistakes was: 

‘The distribution of kolkhoz incomes according to the principle 
that those who work more and better receive more; those who do 
not work receive nothing. In conformity with this piecework, cal- 
culated in labour-days, is to be applied on a large scale in the basic 
agricultural operations such as ploughing, sowing, weeding, har- 
vesting and threshing.’ 


The ‘labour-day’ is an artificial accounting unit for crediting 
kolkhozniks for their work on the kolkhoz, having the value of 
a dividend in the kolkhoz’s disposable income (in cash and 
in agricultural produce, mainly grain), which can only be cal- 
culated at the end of each agricultural year, after the kolkhoz 
has met all its other commitments. More, or less, than one 
labour-day can be credited for an actual day’s work, depending 
on the nature of that work. 

A decree of February 28, 1933, ‘on the value in labour-days 
of various agricultural operations in the kolkhozes and on 
model work-norms for 1933’, divided kolkhoz workers into 
seven groups."® The seventh, or top, group, which was to be 
paid two labour-days for a day’s work, included chairmen of 
large kolkhozes and operators of complex machinery including 
senior tractor drivers. The first, or bottom, group, to be paid 
half a labour-day for a day’s work, included guards, messen- 
gers and cleaners. 

‘Work-norms accessible to a conscientiously working kol- 
khoznik’ were established, in accordance with Article 15 of the 
Model Statutes, for every task (in terms, for example, of 
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ploughing one hectare of land or threshing one ton of grain) and 
kolkhozniks were credited with labour-day units on condition 
that they fulfilled the corresponding work-norm. At least once a 
week, the ‘brigadier’ entered the number of labour-days which 
he calculated had been earned by a kolkhoznik in the latter’s 
‘work-book’ (Art. 15). Provision was made for small advances 
of cash and grain to be made to kolkhozniks, proportionate to 
their labour-day earnings (Art. 16). 

The labour-day payment system was subsequently developed 
and refined under pressure from Stalin to liquidate wage- 
levelling (uravnilovka) and to provide better incentives. Thus 
various premia, in extra labour-days, could be won for good 
quality work, etc.; and regional variations were taken into 
account. The payment of kolkhoz chairmen and other adminis- 
trative staff was subsequently (in 1940) altered, and based on a 
fixed number of labour-days per year,"* according to the size 
of the farm. 

The actual value of the labour-day during the 1930s, in 
terms of the cash and agricultural produce distributed to the 
kolkhozniks for their labour-days, was extremely low and quite 
insufficient to cover their minimum needs. In 1938, it appears 
that they received from this source only about three-quarters 
of their grain requirements, less than half their food potatoes 
and negligible amounts of other foodstuffs. Their cash receipts 
amounted to only about 20 per cent of their total cash receipts 
from all sources.” Generally, the cash element in payment for 
labour-days was slight and often non-existent; the most impor- 
tant element was grain. 

A decree of April 19, 1938, admitted: ‘In some oblasts and 
Republics...there are kolkhozes in which the cash income 
in 1937 was not distributed at all for labour-days.’ This was 
blamed on ‘enemies of the people... [who] for provocative 
purposes—to undermine the kolkhozes—deliberately inspired 
the artificial inflation of their capital and production costs and 
the reduction of monetary income distributed for labour-days.’ 
The decree ordered that not less than 60-70 per cent of a 
kolkhoz’s monetary income should be distributed for labour- 
days, and that capital expenditure should not exceed 10 per 
cent of this income.” This ruling was, however, rescinded in 
December of the same year.” 

A solution to the labour organisation problem in the kol- 
khozes was first sought by dividing the kolkhozniks into groups 
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of up to 100 called ‘brigades’, under a ‘brigadier’. A decree 
of February 4, 1982, said that the brigades should be ‘the most 
important unit in the organisation of labour in kolkhozes’, and 
that they should carry out all the basic agricultural tasks on 
the sector of the farm assigned to them,™ as well as being re- 
sponsible for the machinery, tools and draught animals neces- 
sary for the cultivation of their sector. The labour-days 
awarded to the kolkhozniks would depend on the success of 
the brigade as a whole. 

This idea was developed in the Collective Farm Model 
Statutes of 1935, Article 14 of which extended the period for 
which a brigade was assigned to a particular sector to not less 
than a full crop rotation. It also provided for ‘livestock bri- 
gades’ formed for periods of not less than three years. The 
brigadiers were instructed, ‘in distributing work, not to show 
any kind of favouritism or clannishness’. 

It soon became clear, however, that a smaller unit was 
needed, especially for the cultivation of crops such as potatoes 
and vegetables, and the authorities increasingly favoured the 
‘link’ or ‘squad’ (zveno) of six to 12 people, headed by a ‘link- 
man’ (zvenevoi), for which no provision had been made in the 
Model Statutes. 

The principle of encouraging individual responsibility for 
particular tasks, especially through the zveno system, and 
consequently of temporarily parcelling out kolkhoz land and 
livestock to small groups, individual households or even to 
individual kolkhozniks, was officially endorsed at the CPSU’s 
18th congress in 1939, at which Andreev said: 


‘The more labour is individualised in the kolkhozes through 
the links or individual kolkhozniks, and the more their labour is 
given material incentives, the more productive it is... The experi- 
ence of the link organisation of labour has justified itself not only 
for technical crops. Quite a lot of kolkhozes have gone over to the 
establishment of links in the field-cultivating, grain brigades as well 
... We must proceed more decisively towards the link organisation 
of labour in the kolkhozes and brigades.’™ 


(d) THE MTS (MACHINE-TRACTOR STATION) 


As well as acting as the main instrument for imposing party 
controls over the countryside and as a procurement agency for 
ensuring deliveries of produce to the State, the MTS exerted 
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close operational control over the kolkhozes by virtue of their 
monopoly of mechanical power. 

MTS started operating in 1930, when mass collectivisation 
was already under way. They were based on the principle that 
maximum use could be obtained from equipment by pooling 
it and were inaugurated by a decree of June 5, 1929, which 
ordered a network of stations to be established covering not 
less than a million hectares. Almost 2,500 MTS were established 
between 1929 and 1932, and by 1940 there were more than 
7,000. Each served several kolkhozes. 

Originally, it was envisaged that the MTS would be co- 
operative undertakings belonging to the kolkhozes and financed 
by them jointly with the State. The June, 1929, decree which 
established for this purpose as controlling body a joint stock 
organisation—the ‘All-Union Centre of Machine Tractor Sta- 
tions’ (Tractorotsentr)—said that it was ‘absolutely essential 
to absorb, in addition to State and co-operative funds assigned 
for creating MTS, the funds of the peasant population served 
by these stations’. At the end of 1932, however, Tractorotsentr 
was reorganised, and control of the MTS, which became en- 
tirely State organisations, passed to the People’s Commissariat 
of Agriculture. 

Relations between the kolkhozes and the MTS were regu- 
lated by annual ‘contracts’ which authorised the MTS to inter- 
fere in practically every sphere of kolkhoz life, placed it in 
charge of all major agricultural tasks and obliged the kolkhozes 
to carry out MTS instructions to the smallest detail. The 
Model Contract for 1934,'* for example, declared: 


‘The MTS undertakes constantly to help the kolkhoz to strengthen 
itself economically and organisationally by providing it with agro- 
nomical services; drawing up its production and finance plans; 
establishing correct crop-rotations; assisting in the organisation of 
labour and distribution of income, in the training of cadres and in 
the organisation of accounting. All operations in the fields, includ- 
ing work with tractors, are carried out by the kolkhozniks them- 
selves, according to the procedure laid down by the MTS in agree- 
ment with the kolkhoz.’ 


The MTS Director, senior agronomist, chief mechanic and 
chief book-keeper were appointed by the Commissariat of 
Agriculture.” The operational units were tractor brigades, 
headed by a brigadier and with several tractors and drivers 
on its strength. The brigadiers and tractor-drivers were 
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appointed by the MTS Director from among kolkhozniks who 
had trained and qualified at special MTS schools.” They re- 
mained members of their kolkoz, though as tractor-drivers they 
were under the direction of the MTS, and had to work on all 
the kolkhozes which it serviced. They were paid in labour- 
days, but at considerably higher rates than the ordinary kol- 
khozniks, and they were subject to special schemes of incentives 
and penalties (e.g. for economising or wasting fuel). They were 
also privileged by being guaranteed a minimum payment in 
cash and kind for their labour-days (2°5 roubles and 3 kilos of 
grain).’* 


THE PURGES 


The Great Purge of 1936-8, during which countless people in 
all walks of life fell victim to Stalin’s witch-hunt, though it 
struck hardest at the urban population, did not leave the coun- 
tryside unscathed. Some idea of the terror which spread to 
rural areas may be gained from Andreev’s speech at the 18th 
party congress in 1939: 


“We must not underestimate the fact that enemies of the people 
of all sorts undoubtedly caused much harm to the collective and 
State farms by wrecking in agriculture. It is now clear that enemies 
of the people under the direction of foreign intelligence prepared 
and carried out a plan for widespread provocation. All methods 
were employed in order to create famine in the kolkhoz village, and 
to arouse discontent in the country ... Wreckers in disguise carried 
out the mass infecting of kolkhoz and sovkhoz cattle with glanders, 
Siberian plague and other infectious diseases, and through the cattle 
they also infected people ...In order to undermine the kolkhozes, 
enemies infiltrated the agricultural departments and destroyed agri- 
cultural machinery in MTS and sovkhozes. They carried out shallow 
ploughing in the fields in order to infest the grain crops with weeds, 
hindered the grain harvest in every way, spoiled the grain while 
it was still standing, made the harvested grain rot in the barns and 
infected it with ticks ... Agriculture was evidently the main target 
for the enemy’s wrecking and sabotage.’™ 


The purge also served to provide scapegoats for agricultural 
failures. For example, the infection of crops with ticks in 1937 
was blamed by Vyshinsky on ‘counter-revolutionary elements’, 
on whom ‘severe measures of punishment’ were inflicted, 
though it has recently been admitted that this was ‘totally 
without foundation’, The ‘agricultural wrecking’ to which 
several of the accused at the Bukharin trial in March, 1938, 
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confessed are a good indication of the failures which it was felt 
necessary to try and explain away. The most prominent victim 
was M. A. Chernov, People’s Commissar for Agriculture, who 
was held responsible for sabotaging the food supply, and was 
shot.™ (The first three USSR Commissars of Agriculture, Ya. A. 
Yakovlev (December, 1929-May, 1934), Chernov (May, 1934— 
October, 1937) and R. I. Eikhe (October, 1937—April, 1938), all 
perished in the purges.) 


SECOND WORLD WAR 
AND POST-WAR RECONSTRUCTION 


During the Second World War, 47 per cent of the pre-war 
sown area and 45 per cent of the pre-war livestock herds came 
under enemy occupation; most of this livestock was slaughtered 
or removed by the Germans. The area overrun included the 
richest agricultural areas—the Ukraine and North Caucasus— 
and little could be done to offset this loss by expanding sown 
areas in non-occupied territory in the East. According to official 
estimates, 98,000 kolkhozes, 1,876 sovkhozes and 2,890 MTS 
were wholly or partially destroyed. 

In the occupied areas, the peasants’ hopes that the Germans 
might disband the kolkhozes and restore private farming were 
not usually fulfilled; the invaders found the kolkhozes useful 
as food-gathering points. In the non-occupied areas the farms 
were denuded of able-bodied men, and almost devoid of 
machinery, horses and implements. What work was done was 
performed by women™ and children, and occasionally by 
workers mobilised from nearby towns. In an effort to extract 
the maximum effort from the remaining kolkhozniks a decree 
of April 18, 1942, raised their minimum annual compulsory 
labour-days for the three zones™ to 150, 120 and 100. It also 
established the minimum number of labour-days to be earned 
in each agricultural season. The penalty for non-fulfilment was 
six months’ corrective labour on the kolkhoz. 

Wartime conditions, especially the acute food shortages, 
heightened the importance of the kolkhozniks’ private plots 
and provided scope for widespread evasion or disregard of 
restrictions on them. Moreover, it was apparently widely ex- 
pected that a relaxation of the collective farm system would 
come with the end of the war.’ These hopes were dashed: 
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restoration of the system in its most rigorous form was the 
main aim of post-war policy. 

A decree of September 19, 1946, ‘on measures for the liqui- 
dation of violations of the kolkhoz Charter’, was, in essence, 
a repetition of the draconian decree of May 27, 1939 (see p. 35) 
which, it was admitted, had been ‘forgotten by many officials’. 
Once again the illegal extension of private plots and dispersal 
of collective land and property was the chief target for denuncia- 
tion. But also under attack was the swollen farm bureaucracy 
which was blamed for ‘infringements of kolkhoz demo- 
cracy’,, and for the low value of labour-day payments to kol- 
khozniks. Once again, a survey of private plots and kolkhoz 
land was ordered so that estranged kolkhoz land could be 
retuned. A Council for Kolkhoz Affairs (presided over by 
Andreev) was established to enforce discipline. As a result of 
its activities, 14 million acres were restored to the kolkhozes,™ 
and more than 500,000 farm bureaucrats or non-production 
personnel were transferred to production, and 213,000 people 
without real connection with the kolkhozes were removed 
from the payrolls.’* A decree of September 14, 1948, however, 
said that the reduction of administrative personnel had not 
gone far enough and urged further drastic cuts. 

An important aspect of the post-war reassertion of controls 
was the reactivation of the MTS and an attempt to expand 
MTS and kolkhoz party organisations. The February, 1947, 
Central Committee plenum decided to reinstitute the post of 
‘MTS Deputy for political work’, which had been created in 
1934" but later (probably during the war) fell into abeyance. 
His tasks included ‘to ensure correct relations between the MTS 
and the kolkhozes, guard over the strict adherence of kolkhozes 
and the MTS to their contractual relations, so that there is no 
mutual concealment of mistakes... and improve the work of 
the MTS party organisations’."” 

Work-norms and the pay and incentives structure were 
tightened up by a decree of April 19, 1948.%° It introduced 
new, tougher work-norms and ordered them to be revised 
annually in order not to lag behind ‘the attained level of pro- 
ductivity’. Pay differentials were increased on the basis that 
‘kolkhozniks of brigades and links achieving bigger harvests 
should receive higher pay and... [those] achieving lower har- 
vests should receive lower pay’. 

The campaign to discourage kolkhozniks from spending time 
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on their private plots was strengthened in 1948 by a large 
increase in the agricultural tax levied on income from these 
plots, and by further increases in 1950 and 1951. 

After the war the kolkhoz system was extended to the three 
Baltic States of Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia; to Moldavia, 
and to the newly acquired Western districts of the Ukraine 
and Belorussia. Collectivisation was largely accomplished be- 
tween 1948 and 1950, and with the same violence and terror 
which had characterised this step elsewhere in the early 1930s. 
In Estonia, for example, ‘mass collectivisation proceeded in 
conditions of a sharp aggravation of the class struggle. Hostile 
elements stopped at nothing. They slandered the kolkhozes and 
the kolkhozniks, and tried by threats, provocations and mur- 
ders to terrorize the kolkhozniks...[and] placed the Soviet 
Government under the necessity of depriving the kulaks of 
their implements and means of production and transferring 
their land and equipment to the kolkhozes’.“ MTS political 
departments were set up in the newly collectivised areas where 
they existed from January, 1951, to January, 1954, to ensure 
political discipline. 

The difficulties of the early post-war years were aggravated 
by famine and drought. The 1946 drought was officially stated 
to be worse than that of 1921.“ The Soviet Union was aided 
after the Second World War, as after the first, by the United 
States, which supplied foodstuffs through UNRA until 1946.” 
But Stalin reacted to the situation just as he had done to the 
famine of 1932-4. Khrushchev later revealed: 


‘The method [Stalin’s and Molotov’s] was like this: they sold 
grain abroad, while in some regions people were swollen with 
hunger and even dying from lack of bread. Yes, comrades, it is a 
fact that in 1947 in many of the country’s oblasts, for example in 
the Kursk oblast, people were dying from hunger. But grain was 
at this time being exported!’ 


In the last few years of Stalin’s rule, 1950-3, agricultural 
questions became a centre of controversy within the party 
leadership. The disputes grew intense enough to gain public 
expression and crucially affected several members of the leader- 
ship.” 

The first issue in dispute, the organisation of labour in the 
kolkhozes, came into the open with a sudden attack on An- 
dreev in Pravda on February 19, 1950, for advocating the link 
system in preference to the brigade. Although links had been 
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officially encouraged, not only by Andreev, since before the 
war, they now became an object of suspicion, and Andreev 
lost his position as Politburo spokesman on agriculture. (The 
implications of this episode are dealt with in section III, since 
the links controversy re-emerged, with considerable signifi- 
cance, under the Brezhnev-Kosygin régime.) 

The second issue concerned the amalgamation of the kol- 
khozes. On March 8, 1950, only a few weeks after the rebuke 
to Andreev, Pravda published a speech by Khrushchev in 
which he outlined the advantages of merging kolkhozes, argu- 
ing that this would give them access to greater resources of 
machinery and expertise and improve their efficiency. He 
claimed that the kolkhozniks themselves were spontaneously 
carrying out mergers. Khrushchev remained the leading spokes- 
man for this new idea and developed it subsequently. In a 
Pravda article of April 25, 1950, he held out the prospect that, 
having merged, kolkhozes would be able ‘to build fine, well- 
constructed villages into which the kolkhozniks would be 
moved from the small, badly built villages. In these new vil- 
lages good cultural and living conditions will be created.’ At 
the same time, the reform was clearly intended to facilitate 
party control over the farms. Fewer units would require fewer 
politically reliable chairmen, for example, and Khrushchev 
stressed ‘the enormous importance in the merging of kolkhozes 
of the selection and promotion of leading kolkhoz cadres and 
of work with kolkhoz chairmen’. 

The utopian aspect of the campaign culminated in the pub- 
lication in Pravda on March 4, 1951, of a speech in which 
Khrushchev envisaged the kolkhoznik building himself a four- 
roomed house—‘one room can no longer satisfy him’—in large 
modern ‘agrotowns’ (or ‘kolkhoz settlements’, as he said he 
preferred to call them) with proper drains, electricity, street- 
lighting and pavements. Khrushchev proposed that in these 
urban-type settlements the peasants should retain only a small 
portion of their plots outside their homes, and that the rest 
should be in a common allotment area outside the village. 

The day after the publication of this article, Pravda an- 
nounced that a mistake had been made: it should have been 
accompanied by a note saying it was ‘for discussion purposes’ 
only.“ This disavowal of the article’s official status signified 
disapproval by Stalin, and was followed by criticism of the 
‘agrotown’ idea by Beria’s supporters (‘Fantastic plans for 
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peasant resettlement’™) and, more notably, by Malenkov at 
the 19th party congress in October, 1952. He denounced it for 
reflecting ‘a wrong, consumer approach to questions of collec- 
tive farm development’—i.e. for overstressing the peasants’ 
welfare. ‘The mistake’, according to Malenkov, ‘was to forget 
the major production tasks of the collective farms and give 
prominence to tasks that derive from them, to consumer tasks 
connected with welfare amenities in the collective farms. 
These tasks ... are not major tasks and they can be carried out 
successfully only if collective farm production is further de- 
veloped.’** Nothing more was heard of the ‘agrotown’ scheme™ 
and Khrushchev’s responsibility for agriculture was diminished. 
But the campaign for kolkhoz merging proceeded. During 1950, 
the number of kolkhozes was reduced, because of merging, 
from 252,000 to 123,000; by October, 1952, it was down to 
97,000."* 

The third issue in dispute concerned the MTS and the pro- 
posal to sell their machinery to the kolkhozes. The only overt 
sign of this dispute was Stalin’s rebuttal of the proposal in a 
letter to two economists who had advocated it, Sanina and 
Venzher, in Pravda of October 4, 1952. According to Stalin. 
Sanina and Venzher had recalled the original intention of mak- 
ing the MTS kolkhoz property (see p. 39) and had argued that 
this was not done in the early days of collectivisation because 
the kolkhozes could not afford to buy the machinery, but that 
now they were rich enough to do so. Stalin rejected the pro- 
posal on the ground that only the State had the resources 
to invest in agricultural machinery and replace it when obso- 
lete; that the kolkhozes should not own their basic means of 
production, and that agricultural machinery should not be 
marketed. 

STALIN'S LEGACY 


The main features of Stalin’s peasant policy were thus: 


(a) A ruthless and total disregard of peasant interests. Col- 
lectivisation under him was a form of subjugation and 
exploitation more severe and complete than the serfdom 
abolished in 1861. 

(b) Little encouragement for the collectivised peasants to 
produce except on their own private plots, and less con- 
cer for methods of production than for methods of 
procuring production for the State. 
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(c) The depression of peasant living standards,’” and a low 
level of investment in agriculture as a whole. 


Criticism of this policy during the Khrushchev era went a 
long way towards admitting the damage it had done: 


‘The sorry state of agriculture [in the immediate post-war years] 
was also the result of deficiencies in the control of agriculture during 
the cult of Stalin’s personality. Excessive centralisation of the plan- 
ning and control of agricultural production stifled the initiative of 
the kolkhozes; the high rate of taxation and low procurement prices, 
which frequently did not even cover production costs, limited the 
possibilities of expanding production and undermined the kol- 
khozniks’ material incentives. A serious brake on the development 
of agriculture in these and subsequent years were the harmful and 
baseless theories and dogmas [i.e. Lysenkoism] (see p. 77) propa- 
gated in the biological and agronomical sciences.” 


And: 


‘The ignoring of the Leninist principle of material incentives for 
agricultural workers sprang from Stalin’s underestimation of the 
réle of the peasantry as an ally of the working class... Stalin’s 
opinions about peasants were biased and often malevolent. He 
liked to repeat the well-known words of V. J. Lenin that the 
peasantry “engenders capitalism and bourgeoisie constantly, daily, 
hourly, spontaneously, and on a mass scale”... In many of Stalin’s 
utterances, and especially in his practical direction of agriculture, 
there was often revealed a presumptuous, arrogant attitude to- 
wards the “muzhik”, mistrust and suspicion towards agricultural 
workers.” 15 


Khrushchev, in his ‘secret’ speech, told the 20th party con- 
gress that the last time Stalin visited a village was in January, 
1928, and that ‘he never even noticed the difficult situation in 
agriculture.’ 
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The Khrushchev Period 
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The derelict state of agriculture presented Stalin’s successor’s 
with their biggest problem, for it imperilled the whole national 
economy. It is significant that every defeated leader in the 
post-Stalin power struggle (including Khrushchev after his 
‘resignation’ in October, 1964) was saddled immediately after 
his downfall with responsibility for agricultural failures. 

Thus: ‘For the purposes of undermining the collective farm 
system and causing food difficulties in our country, Beria 
sabotaged in every kind of way, and impeded the implementa- 
tion of the most important party and government measures 
directed towards an upsurge of the economy of the collective 
and State farms’... 

Malenkov’s resignation statement, read to the Supreme Soviet 
on February 8, 1955, declared: ‘I see particularly clearly my 
fault and responsibility for the unsatisfactory state of affairs 
in agriculture’, ..” 

The ‘anti-party group’ (Molotov, Malenkov, Kaganovich and 
others defeated in June, 1957) were found to be: “zealous oppo- 
nents of the party’s measures in agriculture. Responsible for 
failures in this field in the past, they would not admit our 
present successes. These successes were achieved despite them, 
against them, in conflict with them.”* 

At the March, 1965, Central Committee plenum, the Kazakh 
First Secretary claimed that ‘we would have ruined agriculture 
in Kazakhstan’ if Khrushchev’s instructions had been strictly 
followed, and added: ‘You all know how things used to be 
done. People would arrive, give instructions and order every- 
body about. We are talking gently about it at the moment, but 
you all know this was Comrade Khrushchev’s work.’* 


THE 1953 REFORMS 


The first measures of the post-Stalin régime (after Beria’s arrest) 
were a hurried attempt to revive agriculture by offering conces- 
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sions to the peasants. Most of these were announced by Malen- 
kov to the Supreme Soviet in August, 1953, and by Khrushchev 
at a Central Committee plenum the following month. For the 
first time since collectivisation, the agricultural situation was 
treated with a measure of frankness: certain failings and the 
need for changes were admitted. The major admission was that 
agricultural production, especially livestock farming, ‘does not 
fully satisfy the growing requirements of the population for 
food’, chiefly because of ‘the violation in agriculture of the 
principle of material incentives’ .' 

The concessions, designed to encourage production by rais- 
ing incentives, were largely financial. They included tax con- 
cessions (a halving of the tax burden on kolkhoz households 
and cancellation of arrears)‘ and price increases for agricultural 
produce. The price for above-quota grain deliveries was raised 
nine times,’ and increased considerably for compulsory and 
above-quota deliveries of other produce—the most substantial 
rise being by five and a half times for compulsory meat de- 
liveries.* Compulsory delivery quotas for animal products, pota- 
toes and vegetables were cut and there was also the cautious 
promise of a more relaxed attitude towards the private plot, 
especially towards private livestock farming. Malenkovy went 
furthest when he declared: ‘The government and party Central 
Committee have also decided seriously to correct and alter the 
incorrect attitude which has become established among us to- 
wards the personal plots of the kolkhozniks.’® This relatively 
friendly gesture towards the private sector was, however, ac- 
companied by a measure intended to ensure that it did not 
expand at the expense of the communal sector. Article 6 of the 
new tax law provided that any household in which a member 
failed to fulfil his minimum annual labour-days would have its 
tax increased by 50 per cent.” The wartime minimum was re- 
tained after the war, and was further raised in 1954." 

The concessions were accompanied by a strengthening of 
administrative, and especially party, controls. Khrushchev re- 
marked: ‘The necessity for bringing party leaders closer to the 
decisive sectors of production has become urgent.” The post 
of MTS Deputy Director for Political Affairs was abolished, 
and party control over the kolkhoz was vested instead in the 
local raion party committee, the Secretary of which was re- 
sponsible through ‘instructors’ attached to each farm for all 
party work. Meanwhile, the MTS were strengthened by a 


[54] 


provision that tractor drivers should henceforth be full-time 
MTS employees with higher wages and better training facili- 
ties.” 

Although the 1953 reforms, especially the financial conces- 
sions, were beneficial, they made little impact on the basic 
problem of inadequate incentives. Agricultural prices, even 
after the increases, were still well below production costs, and 
the terms of trade—the relationship between prices of agricul- 
tural products and of manufactured consumer-goods—remained 
unfavourable for the peasantry. Agricultural prices fixed by the 
State had remained basically unchanged since the beginning 
of collectivisation,“ while retail prices of manufactured con- 
sumer goods had risen almost tenfold between 1932 and 1952." 
As a result of the 1953 and subsequent price increases, average 
prices for all agricultural products (for compulsory and above- 
quota purchases) almost trebled between 1952 and 1957,* but 
still failed to stimulate production. 


1954-1958 


From the end of 1953, Khrushchev dominated the political 
scene (he became First Secretary in September) and made 
agriculture his special concern. He devoted more time and 
energy to agricultural affairs than to any other, and constantly 
toured the countryside giving detailed instructions and pro- 
moting his favourite schemes. The Khrushchev era in Soviet 
agriculture falls roughly into two periods: from 1954 until 
1958, when even according to his subsequent critics his policies 
largely paid off and the condition of the peasantry noticeably 
improved; and from 1958 until 1964, years characterised by 
stagnation. 


(a) THE VIRGIN LANDS PROJECT 


The first of Khrushchev’s major schemes was the Virgin Lands 
project, which he launched in a speech of February 23, 1954.” 
Under this, by the end of 1961, about 100 million acres, mostly 
in Kazakhstan and southern Siberia, were brought under culti- 
vation—an area equal to that under plough in Canada, and 
which increased the total sown area in the Soviet Union by a 
little over a quarter.” 

The labour force for this huge task was provided mostly by 
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‘volunteers’ mobilised from all over the country. State farms, 
not Kolkhozes, were the favoured organisation for the new 
territories. The scheme meant that for several successive years 
the established farming areas of the Soviet Union suffered more 
than usually from a shortage of machinery, technical supplies 
and specialists, as these resources had to be diverted to the 
new territories.” The non-black-earth districts of central and 
northern Russia seem to have suffered most from neglect as 
a result of this diversion of men and materials.” 

The Virgin Lands project helped the régime to cope with 
its immediate difficulties over grain, but offered no long-term 
solution to them. The post-Khrushchev régime, while not de- 
nouncing the scheme as a whole, has severely criticised it for 
being carried out over-hastily, thus causing erosion (‘several 
million hectares of newly ploughed land fell out of use, and it 
is now necessary to carry out urgent measures to convert them 
to pasture by sowing perennial grasses’)™ and soil exhaustion 
through continuous cropping (‘the rapid exhaustion of the soil’s 
fertility and the heavy infestation of the fields with weeds’). 


(b) MAIZE 


A year later® Khrushchev launched another idea intended as 
a further solution to the grain problem: a large-scale restruc- 
turing of the crop-pattern based on an expansion of the area 
sown to maize. He called for the maize area to be increased 
almost seven times, from 3% million hectares in 1953 to 28 
million hectares by 1960. He claimed that maize could be used 
as cattle-fodder even if it did not ripen, and could therefore 
be sown almost anywhere. 

The result of this campaign was a vast over-extension of the 
maize area and its cultivation in totally unsuitable districts. 
By the end of the Khrushchev period, the maize area had in 
fact grown tenfold.* Not only did this involve a lot of wasted 
effort, but it hampered the cultivation of other crops, for which 
peak seasonal needs for labour and machinery overlapped 
those for maize. 


(c) COLLECTIVE FARM REFORMS 


Khrushchev was less bold in his first reforms of the collective 
farm system. The problem was to encourage local initiative and 
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flexibility while at the same time strengthening party controls. 
The basic incompatibility of these two objectives left little 
scope for radical innovation. 

The first reform, a decree of March 9, 1955,” ostensibly 
granted the kolkhozes greater powers to decide their own 
crop-patterns and livestock holdings. It provided that the farms 
should have planned for them only their delivery quotas and 
procurement targets, and not their crop areas or the type and 
quantity of their animal holdings. “The new system of plan- 
ning’, it stated, ‘will give the collective farms greater oppor- 
tunities for showing administrative initiative in utilising 
reserves of collective farm production.’ But there was a safe- 
guard: ‘Where the plan presented by the collective farm does 
not ensure fulfilment by it of obligatory deliveries and the 
payment in kind for MTS work... the raion executive com- 
mittee is to recommend the collective farm to introduce the 
necessary alterations.’ 

Another safeguard was the despatch, between April and 
July, 1955, of 30,000 party-selected organisers from the towns 
as chairmen of the collective farms. This meant that about 
a third of the farms had new, politically vetted leaders. But 
most of these had no direct experience of agriculture so that 
they had to undergo courses to ‘acquaint themselves with the 
economics and organisation of production’.* 

Despite considerable propaganda about its, liberating effect, 
the ‘new planning system’ made little difference to traditional 
ways of imposing detailed agricultural tasks on the farms. The 
reality behind the pretence was described at the March, 1965, 
plenum: 


‘The imposition of the crop-pattern caused great harm, and more- 
over, it was given almost overriding importance in the improvement 
of agriculture. We obkom secretaries all remember how we were 
summoned every year to the Agricultural Department for the RSFSR 
of the CPSU Central Committee, where the structure of sown areas 
was fixed, our signatures under this structure were collected under 
pressure, and then the whole thing was presented as a proposal 
from below.’”” 


Apart from anything else, Khrushchev’s maize programme 
was clearly incompatible with any genuine freedom of choice 
in cropping patterns. The farms’ compulsory delivery targets, 
in any case, largely determined what crops they grew, and 
what livestock they kept. 
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Another much-publicised reform which created an illusion 
of liberalisation was a decree of March 6, 1956, ‘on the agri- 
cultural artel statutes and the further development of the 
kolkhozniks’ initiative in organising kolkhoz production and 
administering the affairs of the artel’.* Ostensibly, its purpose 
was to develop local initiative by enabling farms to amend 
their own statutes: ‘Kolkhozes themselves can decide questions 
of kolkhoz life even more independently than hitherto... it is 
necessary to recommend and advise kolkhozes...to supple- 
ment and amend certain articles of their statutes, taking the 
local concrete conditions of the kolkhoz into account.’ But the 
only important amendments envisaged were that the kolkhozes 
should set their own minima for labour-days to be worked on 
the farm (they had already been entitled to do this in 1954”), 
and fix the size of private plots and the number of private 
cattle. 

The private sector, the decree made clear, must be reduced, 
not expanded. The size of plots should be decided on the basis 
of the effort put into the communal economy by individual 
kolkhozniks, and in some cases the plots should be withdrawn 
altogether. As for private livestock, ‘in many regions... it is 
hardly necessary to keep the previously established number of 
animals’, The decree also recommended the introduction of 
monthly advances in money and periodic advances in kind to 
kolkhozniks.” (Provision for this had been made in the 1935 
statutes, but most farms did not have enough income.) 

A feature of the 1954-8 period was the start of a trend 
towards reducing the number of kolkhozes, both by merging 
them into larger units and by converting weak or run-down 
ones into sovkhozes. As a result of mergers and conversions 
the number of kolkhozes fell from 91,200 in 1953 to 67,700 in 
1958. The trend continued and by the end of 1964 there were 
only 37,000. Some, it was stated after Khrushchev’s fall, were 
so large as to be ‘completely unmanageable’.” 


(d) ABOLITION OF THE MTS 


The most far-reaching reform of this period was the abolition 
of the MTS and the associated simplification of the agricul- 
tural deliveries and price system, in 1958. 

The possibility of transferring MTS machinery to the kol- 
khozes had been mooted in Stalin’s time, but he had stamped 
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on the idea (see Section I, p. 45). Khrushchev revived it in a 
speech on January 22, 1958," arguing that while it had been 
impracticable earlier, it was now feasible because of the 
kolkhozes’ greater financial and organisational strength. It 
would, he stressed, overcome the difficulties arising from the 
fact that ‘there are two bosses for one piece of land—the 
kolkhoz and the MTS’. The latter, he proposed, should be con- 
verted into repair stations (RTS), which would also be respon- 
sible for the sale to the farms of machinery, spares, fuel and 
other technical supplies. 

Perhaps the most important consideration was that ‘the 
MTS have ceased to play the political réle they played during 
the first stage of kolkhoz construction’, and that the kolkhoz 
party organisations were sufficiently strong to ensure political 
control together with the local raion party committees which 
in September, 1953, had taken over the functions of the MTS 
Political Affairs Department (see p. 42). Khrushchev later re- 
vealed® that in 1958, ‘nearly all farms had party organisations, 
with an average membership of 20° (whereas at the September, 
1953, plenum, 20 per cent of the farms had no such bodies). 
Khrushchev’s proposals were embodied in ‘Theses’,* supposedly 
for public discussion and, unaltered in any essential, in a 
decree of March 31, 1958." 

By July 1, 1959, 94 per cent of the kolkhozes had bought 
MTS machinery for cash or on credit, including 512,000 trac- 
tors and 221,000 combines. They had also bought 100,000 new 
tractors and 25,000 combines.* During 1958-9 they spent a 
total of 32 milliard (old) roubles on machinery, of which 18 
milliard was for the MTS machinery.” The reform involved 
the transfer to the kolkhozes of not only MTS machinery, but 
also most of its personnel. According to Khrushchev there 
were 1.5 million machine operators and 186,000 officials and 
engineering-technical personnel.” Their transfer meant a big 
expansion of the kolkhoz ‘aristocracy’ of better-paid specialists 
(the machine operators retained their privilege of guaranteed 
minimum pay),” and taking them on their payroll added to 
the financial difficulties of kolkhozes with insufficient funds to 
pay for MTS machinery. 

The abolition of the MTS had two serious disadvantages, 
it was admitted after Khrushchev’s departure. Firstly, finan- 
cially weak kolkhozes were constrained to repay in one year 
credits used to acquire machinery, although this was beyond 
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their means and they became deeply indebted.® In 1965, 
‘several thousand’ kolkhozes were still unable to acquire their 
own machinery." Secondly, the reform caused the disintegra- 
tion of the repair service for agricultural machinery as the 
RTS failed to fulfil the functions formerly performed by the 
MTS.® 


(€) REFORM OF AGRICULTURAL DELIVERIES 
AND PRICE SYSTEM 


The abolition of the MTS, one of the functions of which had 
been to act as a procurement agency for agricultural products, 
necessitated a reform of the procurement mechanism. More- 
over, since 1953 there had been a tendency for the distinction 
between obligatory and above-quota deliveries, especially the 
price differential between them, to diminish. Obligatory de- 
liveries from private plots had been abolished, first for grain 
in 1954,* and then for other products in 1957.“ Steps were 
taken under a decree of June 18, 1958,“ to unify and simplify 
the procurement procedure by doing away with the ‘obliga- 
tory’ and ‘above-quota’ system, and substituting a single sytem 
of planned State procurements at unified prices. The new 
system of planned procurements was, however, no less obli- 
gatory for the kolkhozes than the old. 

The decree said that the procurement plan should be fixed 
‘for republics, krais, oblasts, State and collective farms for 
several years. But annual procurement plans may be corrected 
to allow for increases according to the conditions of the year 
and the harvest of individual crops’. Plans were to be based 
on the same ‘per hectare principle’* hitherto applied for cal- 
culating obligatory deliveries and, according to Khrushchev,” 
were to ‘proceed from the level of deliveries achieved’ under the 
old system, but ‘taking into account the increased requirements 
of the State’. 

On the new unified prices, the decree said they should ‘take 
into account the need to cover kolkhoz costs... and to create 
the necessary [capital] accumulation’. The State’s total bill for 
procurements, Khrushchev made clear, should not exceed that 
under the old arrangements." Prices should be both stable and 
flexible, i.e., like the procurement plans, they should remain 
basically unchanged over a longish period, varying only in 
abnormally good or bad years. They should also, more than 
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hitherto, ‘be differentiated according to the different zones of 
the country, taking natural, climatic and economic differences 
into account’.* All indebtedness in respect of compulsory de- 
liveries and payments in kind was written off. 

The new system seemed to promise a more stable and equit- 
able procedure for extracting produce from the farms, but in 
practice it brought little improvement, for two main reasons: 
the procurement plans were fixed far too high and were always 
being altered; and the unified prices were far too low and 
failed to cover costs, let alone capital accumulation. Brezhnev 
admitted in 1965 that ‘procurement prices for many agricul- 
tural products do not cover their production costs. As a result 
State and collective farms are suffering great losses... The 
present procurements system brings uncertainty into [the 
farms’] work and does not allow them to plan their production 
correctly. Procurement plans... are often received with great 
delay, and only for one year. In addition, these plans are 
frequently altered while procurements are in progress, and 
collective and State farms are given additional tasks often 
exceeding what had been planned for them.’* 

He disclosed that grain procurements had been forced so 
high that the farms had been unable to replenish their seed 
stocks and had had to buy back from the State millions of tons 
of seed.™ According to Mazurov (then Party First Secretary of 
Belorussia and now a member of the Politburo), planned meat 
procurements were so high that kolkhozes had to slaughter 
their animals prematurely to fulfil them.” The official statistical 
journal revealed that ‘in many regions’ kolkhozes were making 
a loss of 25 per cent on cattle sales and 22 per cent on milk 
sales.* 


1959-1964 


The stagnation of agriculture after 1958 was highlighted at the 
January, 1961, Central Committee plenum, at which Khrush- 
chev confessed that production was still not enough to meet 
the people’s needs, and angrily blamed this on bureaucratic 
and corrupt officials. 


‘These people [officials submitting false returns] should be turned 
out of the party. They are not Communists, but hangers-on. These 
people should be brought to trial...and punished regardless of 
personalities. If we do not put matters right, plans will be fulfilled 
only on paper while in fact there is a shortfall in production. You 
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can’t make pancakes out of statistics .. . Only enemies of the Social- 
ist State can behave in such a way. Without caring about the state 
of affairs in the raions, in the kolkhozes, or in the oblasts such 
people look at everything only from their own position. . .’™ 


The plenum also revealed some of the grotesque inefficiencies 
and anomalies which had grown up. These were exemplified 
by the case of the obkom Secretary in Kirgizia who ‘forced 
those in charge of raions and kolkhozes to buy butter in the 
shops and deliver it in fulfilment of their milk delivery plan’.* 

Khrushchev’s handling of agriculture after 1958 was charac- 
terised by his increasingly impatient search for an administra- 
tive solution to its problems, and the launching of unrealistic 
crash programmes such as that for a vast expansion of chemi- 
cal fertiliser production, or for the ploughing up of huge areas 
of meadow and grassland. The period was marked by adminis- 
trative reorganisation and shake-ups, and the constant chiv- 
vying, public bullying and replacement of officials—_there were 
three changes of Minister of Agriculture in little over two 
years.* This stirred things up superficially, but left the funda- 
mentals unchanged. 


(a) REFORM OF MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 
AND 
ESTABLISHMENT OF PROCUREMENTS COMMITTEE 


Khrushchev’s proposal at the January, 1961, plenum that the 
Ministry of Agriculture should be stripped of its policy-making 
and executive functions and concern itself mainly with the 
propagation of modern scientific methods was embodied in a 
decree of February 20, 1961.” This left the Ministry respon- 
sible for such matters as seed selection, experimental stations, 
scientific institutes, and crop diseases and pests. Some of its 
former functions passed to the State Planning Commission, 
Gosplan, and the Central Statistical Office. The reform was 
presented as a victory over bureaucracy, and this was subse- 
quently symbolised in the removal of the Ministry’s offices to 
the country outside Moscow. At the same time, however (by 
another decree published the same day®), a new central organ 
with local subsidiaries was established to replace the RTS: 
Soyuzselkhoztekhnika (The All-Union Association of the USSR 
Council of Ministers for the sale of agricultural equipment, 
spares, mineral fertiliser and other technical equipment, and 
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the organisation of the repair and utilisation of machinery on 
collective and State farms). 

Another of Khrushchev’s proposals at the January, 1961, 
plenum was to establish a State Committee for Procurements 
in charge of a reorganised procurements system. This idea was 
to link the procurement agency more closely to the farms so 
that it could eliminate the various forms of defrauding which 
had grown up and influence the farms in production as well 
as supervise their deliveries. (‘The purchaser must also be the 
organiser of production... Through the procurement system, 
the state of affairs on State and collective farms can be 
studied.’*) He suggested that the farms and the local procure- 
ment agency should conclude ‘contracts’ detailing the produce 
to be delivered and the delivery dates, This system was intro- 
duced by two decrees of February 25, 1961.” The ‘contracts’ 
were to be concluded for periods of two to five years, and 
establish annual obligations for each farm in accordance with 
targets already planned for each region. Neither party to the 
‘contract’ was therefore a free agent, nor was there any ques- 
tion of free bargaining. The reality remained a bureaucrati- 
cally enforced, compulsory delivery system. Moreover, a new 
army of inspectors was created to supervise it. One inspector 
for every three to seven farms was responsible for ‘the organisa- 
tion of purchases and control over fulfilment of State plans for 
purchases .,. studying the situation and the prospects for the 
further development of agricultural production... the con- 
clusion of contracts... control over the fulfilment of contracts 
... [and] participation in working out measures for the further 
development of production ...’"* 


(b) FURTHER ADMINISTRATIVE REFORMS 


A year later, at the March, 1962, plenum, Khrushchev intro- 
duced another and more sweeping reform of the administra- 
tion of agriculture. 

He admitted that ‘the party and all the Soviet people are 
seriously disturbed at the state of agriculture’, that the Seven- 
Year Plan for agriculture was ‘seriously endangered’, and that 
unless production was increased considerably in the next few 
years, ‘we will place the country in great difficulties and the 
cause of building Communism will suffer a heavy blow’.* 
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His remedy was to subject the farms to a tighter and more 
detailed form of supervision than ever. 

‘We have more than enough departments which carry out the 
general management of agriculture. But what we do not have is a 
department which would manage agriculture, deal with the organi- 
sation of production and procurement, go deeply into the needs of 
collective and State farms, and direct the development of each 
farm individually ...One must create agricultural administrative 
organs which would deal with planning, accounting and reporting, 
and which would influence the organisation of production on every 
farm. Without this one cannot manage agriculture.’"* 


The proposed organ was the ‘territorial production director- 
ate’, to take charge of groups of collective and State farms 
throughout the country. A decree of March 22, 1962, intro- 
ducing the reform, said the directorates’ ‘entire activity should 
be aimed at increasing agricultural output so as to ensure with- 
out fail the fulfilment of State purchasing plans and the 
creation of the necessary State reserves and funds in collective 
and State farms’. 

The directorates, said Khrushchev, should be ‘formed out of 
the staff of [local] agricultural and procurement organs, party 
and soviet organisations’* The reform meant, therefore, a 
large-scale reshuffling of local agricultural officials. It also in- 
volved the dismantling of the whole structure of procurement 
committees and Ministries which had been established with 
much fanfare only a year before. (“We have set up a large, 
qualified apparatus in the procurements system, but such large 
apparatuses are not needed for the purposes of procurement 
... Should the Procurement Committee be preserved or should 
its functions be handed over to the production directorates?’ ™ 
In fact, all the Procurement Committees and Ministries were 
now abolished, with the exception of the All-Union Com- 
mittee.)” 

Another confusing aspect of the reform was that it left vague 
the extent of the area and the number of farms to be covered 
by each directorate, though Khrushchev insisted that the area 
should overlap the existing raion administrative units, because 
if it coincided with them the directorates ‘will degenerate into 
raion departments of agriculture, which we have abandoned’ 
[since the reform of the Ministry of Agriculture].* The over- 
lapping of local authorities which this caused, particularly the 
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clash between raion party Secretaries and party officials in the 
directorates, was almost impossible to correct. 

The directorates were headed by a director, had their own 
‘party organisers’ assisted by two or three ‘instructors’, and 
were represented directly on the farms by ‘inspector-organisers’ 
(one for every four to six farms, for example, in the Ukraine). 
A whole hierarchy of new Agricultural Committees was estab- 
lished to supervise the directorates. It was headed by an All- 
Union Committee for Agriculture, presided over by a deputy 
chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers and including the 
main party and government officials responsible for agriculture. 
Below came similar committees at republic level, where new 
Ministries for the production and procurement of agricultural 
products were set up, and at oblast/krai level. All these com- 
mittees were presided over by the appropriate party First 
Secretary. 

Only a few months later, at the November, 1962, plenum, 
the administrative structure was altered yet again. This meet- 
ing marked the high-point of Khrushchev’s obsession with the 
need to bring party officials ‘closer to the decisive sectors of 
production’.” It reorganised the party structure ‘on the produc- 
tion principle’, splitting it into two branches, one concerned 
with industry and the other with agriculture. The main party 
levers—the soviets, the trade unions and the Komsomol—were 
similarly bifurcated. The rural party raikoms were abolished 
and replaced by party committees in the production director- 
ates. 

The upheaval seems to have contributed nothing to the 
efficient running of agriculture. It disrupted traditional organisa- 
tional patterns and the careers of party apparatchiki through- 
out the USSR. Its unpopularity in party circles was shown by 
the fact that it was the first of Khrushchev’s reforms to be 
dismantled after his fall in November, 1964. 


(c) PRESSURE ON THE PRIVATE PLOT 


The post-Stalin régime’s 1953 promise to relax pressure on the 
kolkhozniks’ private plots and livestock was not kept. On the 
contrary, Khrushchev increased pressure by various indirect 
means. Thus, the ostensibly liberal decree of March 6, 1956, 
authorising kolkhozes to fix the size of private plots and live- 
stock holdings, was used as the starting point for a campaign 
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to reduce them. Much publicity was given to exemplary kol- 
khozes in which the kolkhozniks supposedly took the initiative 
in deciding on reductions. The campaign was particularly re- 
lentless in 1959, when kolkhozniks’ cattle holdings fell by 13 
per cent and their private plot areas by seven per cent.” 
Khrushchev helped it along by extolling kolkhozniks in his 
home village of Kalinovka who had sold their cattle to the 
kolkhoz. 

He also began to squeeze out the kolkhoz markets. A decree 
of February, 1961,” noted that ‘many kolkhozniks are diverted 
from kolkhoz production in order to travel, often long dis- 
tances, to kolkhoz markets. This leads to considerable expendi- 
ture of time and labour.’ The decree ordered the development 
of sales of surplus agricultural produce through the consumer 
co-operative network. In this way, ‘the kolkhozniks will be 
spared the need to transport surpluses over great distances... 
and will not be distracted from production on the kolkhozes’. 
It was later revealed that more ruthless measures were applied: 
‘In many raions and oblasts, the hours and days when kolkhoz 
markets were open were reduced, the allocation of money for 
their construction and repair was stopped, and in places the 
markets were even closed... In the Press, the complete wind- 
ing-up of kolkhoz trade was foretold and the fixing of firm 
prices in kolkhoz markets by administrative order, etc.’” 

Despite these pressures, the private plots were still the main 
source of livelihood for many kolkhozniks at the end of the 
Khrushchev period. 


‘In many kolkhozes of the non-black-earth zone the basic guaran- 
teed source of livelihood for the kolkhoz family remains even now 
the private plot. Moreover, a unit of labour expended on the private 
plot, as a rule, is more remunerative than a unit of labour expended 
on communal production.’* 


THE FALL OF KHRUSHCHEV 


Khrushchev was still busy with plans for reorganising the 
administration of agriculture when he was removed from 
power. A further plenum to discuss agriculture was scheduled 
for November, 1964, and Khrushchev had let it be known that 
he would present ideas for a further administrative reorganisa- 
tion to allow more specialisation in individual branches of agri- 
culture.” It could be that the need to forestall another of his 


[66] 


‘hare-brained’ agricultural schemes precipitated his downfall, 
but the failure of his agricultural policy was certainly one of 
the major factors in his eclipse. This failure had been made 
painfully clear by the extremely unpopular increase in retail 
prices for butter (25 per cent) and meat and meat products (30 
per cent) in June, 1962,” and by the disastrous grain harvest of 
1963 which necessitated the import of more than 9 million 
tons of grain worth about $800 million by the end of Septem- 
ber, 1963.” Perhaps the most telling official admission of the 
failure to secure any permanent basic improvement in agri- 
cultural production since Stalin’s death appeared in the party 
journal, Kommunist, in February, 1964. This pointed out that 
the value of agricultural production had not increased in the 
five years after 1958, while that of industrial production had 
risen by 58 per cent. 


‘The fact is that not a single branch of the economy can develop 
normally if the country lacks grain. Consequently the disproportion 
between industry and agriculture, which developed before 1953 
and which was successfully being overcome in 1953 to 1958... 
may now once again exert its negative influence on the develop- 
ment of industry and the national economy.’” 
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The Post-Khrushchev Period 
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(a) THE 1965 REFORMS 


The post-Khrushchev régime, like that which followed Stalin’s 
death, found that agriculture presented the most pressing 
problems and they were the first to claim its attention. The 
first important Central Committee plenum’ in March, 1965, 
heard Brezhnev report on ‘urgent measures for the develop- 
ment of agriculture’. 

As in 1953, the opportunity was taken of dissociating the 
new leaders from mistakes admitted to have been made in the 
past, and of encouraging the idea that a fresh start would be 
made and a new and happier chapter opened in Soviet farm 
policy. This time, however, the admissions of past errors and 
existing shortcomings were much franker, and the agricultural 
situation as a whole was treated with greater realism. 

The suggested remedies were essentially similar to those 
proposed in 1953. The main elements of the programme were: 


(a) increased agricultural investment; 

(b) concessions to the peasants; as in 1953, these comprised 
price increases and quota reductions for compulsory 
deliveries—with the innovation that grain delivery 
quotas were pegged at the same level for five years; the 
mitigation of restrictions on private plots and livestock, 
reduced taxation, and the remission of debts; 

(c) the restructuring of political and administrative controls. 


INVESTMENTS 


The need for greater agricultural investment was one of the 
main themes of the March, 1965, plenum. Brezhnev cited the 
decline in investments towards the end of the Khrushchev 
period as one of the main reasons for the decline in agricultural 
performance. He pointed out that its share of the total national 
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investment declined from 11-3 per cent in 1954-8 to a planned 
7-5 per cent in 1959-65.3 

Other speakers strongly pressed the needs of agriculture. 
Zolotukhin, First Secretary of the Tambov obkom, said: 


“Year after year financial, material and technical aid [to the farms] 
was cut, and the attempt was made to pump as many resources 
as possible out of agriculture. The urgent measures with which we 
are now concerned should indeed consist primarily in altering our 
very policy and approach to agriculture, in correctly understanding 
its needs, and in doing away with our habitual underestimation of 
agriculture in the national economy.”* 


Nuriev, First Secretary of the Bashkir obkom, put it more 
bluntly: 


‘Large sums in capital investment are required for the improve- 
ment of agriculture, otherwise it will continue to be our Achilles’ 
heel... We should long ago have ceased the practice of solving all 
our difficulties at the expense of the interests of agriculture .. . It is 
inadmissible that there should be such a large gap in supplying 
State and collective farms with their elementary requirements for 
machines, mechanical equipment, transport, fertilisers, and herbi- 
cides.’* 


Brezhnev proposed that State and collective farm invest- 
ments in agriculture should total 71 milliard roubles during 
1966-70'—41 milliard to be provided by the State and 30 
milliard by the collective farms. State investments would be 
roughly twice what they had been during the previous five 
years. This was an ambitious but not unprecedented proposal. 
Khrushchev had, in fact, succeeded in doubling agricultural 
investment in the 1954-8 period compared with 1950-3. Never- 
theless, doubts about its feasibility and its sponsors’ ability to 
ensure its implementation were raised soon after, when Brezh- 
nev told the September, 1965, plenum: 


‘I must point out that in some sectors of our State apparatus 
... the tendency to improve other matters, to “balance the books”, 
at the expense of agriculture, to infringe the interests of collective 
and State farms, has not yet been eliminated. And this occurs de- 
spite the very clear decisions at the March plenum calling for 
maximum aid to agriculture.’® 


Liberal economists openly said that investment was still 
inadequate. ‘Agriculture continues to receive from the national 
economy less than is necessary’,’ wrote V. Venzher in March, 
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1966. But resistance to the increased investment appears to 
have been strengthened by the bumper harvest of 1966, just as 
a similar situation in 1958 appears to have tempted Khrush- 
chev into economising on agriculture. 

Polyansky, the Politburo member responsible for agriculture, 
revealed that there was serious dissension over this issue: 


“We must resolutely see to it that capital investments and material 
resources are used strictly as allocated and with maximum effective- 
ness. This has to be mentioned because . . . some comrades are be- 
ginning to argue that collective and State farms can now develop 
even with less substantial aid, that we can now cut down the scale 
of land improvement works and reduce deliveries to agriculture of 
machinery and mineral fertiliser. Such arguments are harmful. They 
must be decisively suppressed.” 


Baibakov, chairman of Gosplan, confirmed in a speech to the 
Supreme Soviet in October, 1967.’ that planned agricultural 
investments were ‘unfortunately still not being fulfilled’, and 
gave figures implying that actual investments were running 
about 30 per cent below the level planned in March, 1965. He 
announced that capital investment in the national economy as 
a whole was being cut by two per cent compared with the 
Five-Year Plan directives agreed in 1966, and gave a figure 
indicating that the cut would particularly affect State invest- 
ments in agriculture, reducing them by 13 per cent compared 
with the March, 1965, target. 

Polyansky, however, seemed determined to continue his 
public defence of what now appeared to be a losing cause. In 
a striking article in Kommunist™ (published on the eve of the 
50th anniversary of the October Revolution, when care was 
generally being taken to avoid raising controversial matters) 
he argued for ‘more correct proportions between industry and 
agriculture’, and emphasised that ‘Socialist industry cannot 
develop by weakening agriculture’. He stressed that agriculture 
was still being starved of machinery and electric power (‘many 
operations are even now still carried out by hand. The level 
of electric power resources in agriculture per worker is still 
below the level in the more developed capitalist countries... 
Even such a labour-consuming process as milking is done 
approximately two-thirds by hand.’) But his strongest card 
was to quote Brezhnev’s warning at the September, 1965, ple- 
num against ‘balancing the books’ at the expense of agriculture. 
He added that Brezhnev had said: ‘Such tendencies are very 
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dangerous for our common cause’, and had given this warning 
‘more than once’. 

Clearly, there can be no certainty about the development of 
agriculture, or conditions for agricultural workers, while the 
investment level remains a matter of dispute. 


CONCESSIONS 


i. Private Plots 

The post-Khrushchev régime’s first significant act after 
Khrushchev’s fall was to lift restrictions which he had imposed 
on private plots and livestock. Such a concession was appar- 
ently felt to be too urgent to await the March, 1965, plenum 
(on ‘urgent measures for the development of agriculture’). 

Brezhnev reportedly won a round of applause when he de- 
clared in a speech of November 6, 1964: ‘In recent years, un- 
justified limitations have been imposed in this sphere [the 
private plot economy], although the economic conditions were 
not ripe for such a step. These limitations have now been 
removed." Shelest, the Ukrainian party leader, had revealed 
in Pravda the day before, that ‘recently party organisations in 
the Ukraine have been taking steps to help kolkhozniks, 
workers and employees to possess privately, if they want to, 
a certain number of cattle, pigs, sheep and poultry. The other 
day, the Ukrainian party Central Committee and Council of 
Ministers passed a decision rescinding the unjustified limita- 
tions imposed several years ago on the private plots of kolhoz- 
niks,..” 

Summaries of the Ukrainian decree and of similar ones in 
other Republics were published,” but without revealing the 
extent of the restrictions to be removed, vouchsafing merely 
that they had been imposed ‘after 1955’ (i.e. presumably under 
the pretext of applying the decree of March 6, 1956 (see 
Section II, pp. 58, 65-6). 

Restrictions were also lifted from the kolkhoz ‘free’ market. 
In particular, the practice of imposing ceiling prices on mar- 
keted produce was forbidden. Funds were ordered to be made 
available for the construction and repair of markets. Railway 
station and river landing markets (informal, traditional arrange- 
ments) were permitted, and the transport Militia was told to 
stop breaking them up." 

In practice, many of the restrictions on private plots imposed 
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under Khrushchev persisted under his successors, despite their 
supposed abolition. A year after the decree rescinding them 
in the RSFSR, another decree was issued which admitted that 
in many oblasts private plots had still not been restored to 
their rightful size. On the contrary, further improper reduc- 
tions were being made in the plots of certain kolkhozniks such 
as the unmarried, the elderly and those receiving a pension. 
Moreover, compulsory deliveries of meat, milk, eggs, wool, 
etc., were being extracted from kolkhozniks, in direct contra- 
vention of the decree of July 4, 1957 (see Section II, p. 60), 
exempting them from such deliveries. Kolkhozniks were not 
only not receiving any encouragement to market the produce 
of their plots, but were actively prevented from doing so.* 


ii. Procurements 

The main stimulus to production devised by the March, 
1965, plenum was the reform of the procurement price and 
quota system. Prices were raised—for wheat and rye by an 
average of 12 per cent; for meat by 36 per cent*—and the 
system of premium prices for above-quota grain deliveries, 
abolished in 1958, was reintroduced. The latter were fixed at 
50 per cent above the basic price for wheat, rye and other 
grains. The price increases for livestock products, it was subse- 
quently made clear, were regarded as temporary subsidies.” 
The new prices, Brezhnev claimed, would make grain growing 
profitable even in marginal grain areas such as Belorussia and 
the Baltic Republics.” He did not make a similar claim for the 
new livestock prices, and it was later admitted that production 
costs (based on the meat-feed ratio) in many farms in Belo- 
russia and Georgia ‘are so high that even the increased pro- 
curement prices will not cover them’.” More recently, Pravda 
reported that livestock farming in the Ukraine was still only 
barely profitable (1-7 per cent in 1966, two per cent in 1967), 
and that ‘in many farms’ it brought a loss.” 

Procurement quotas for grain were reduced by 15 per cent 
compared with the already approved plan for 1965 (but re- 
mained 7-9 per cent above the actual level of 1960-4), and 
were fixed at this level for the remainder of the Five Year Plan, 
up to and including 1970. Brezhnev admitted that this level 
‘will not entirely satisfy the growing demands of the country, 
nor permit the creation of government reserves’," but implied 
that the gap would be comfortably filled by above-quota deli- 
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veries (which would therefore have to increase year by year). 
Although above-quota deliveries are supposedly voluntary, 
there remains a large element of compulsion in them. Indeed, 
the yearly contracts between the farms and the procurement 
agencies for quota deliveries may also specify the above-quota 
deliveries, although the farms try to resist this, fearing that the 
penalties for not fulfilling above-quota deliveries will be the 
same as those for under-fulfilment of the quota plan.” Accord- 
ing to one Soviet economist, there is in practice no difference 
between quota and above-quota deliveries except the price, 
and ‘the principle that the kolkhozes may freely dispose of 
their surplus to plan produce will not find its full expression 
for several years to come’.” 

Although Brezhnev stressed the advantages for the farms 
of having firm grain quotas for several years ahead (which ‘no 
one has the right to alter), they seem to have been altered 
soon after the March, 1965, plenum and slightly reduced, in 
response to claims that they were still too high.* In any case, if 
the above-quota deliveries are, in practice, just as obligatory 
as the quotas, and are altered every year (upwards), the farms 
remain with the same uncertainty about the extent of their 
delivery obligation as before. 

Quotas for livestock produce were also reduced but, unlike 
those for grain, were planned to rise throughout the Five-Year 
Plan, 


iii. Financial Concessions 


Kolkhoz incomes and peasant living standards, which had 
risen in the first years of Khrushchev, declined or stagnated 
after 1958. According to Matskevich, USSR Minister of Agri- 
culture, kolkhoz incomes ‘declined on the one hand as a result 
of the reduction of prices for their produce, and on the other 
as a result of an increase in prices of industrial goods used by 
the kolkhozes’ (tractors, trucks, spares, fuel).* 

Florentev, RSFSR Minister of Agriculture, pleaded elo- 
quently at the March, 1965, plenum for the increased invest- 
ments in agriculture to be used for raising living standards: 


‘If this most important side of the matter is lost sight of, the 
increased capital investments in agriculture may not produce the 
required return in increased production. As you know, this hap- 
pened more than once before.’ 
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In addition to the higher prices for agricultural produce, the 
March, 1965, plenum offered the peasants a series of financial 
concessions to boost incomes. They included: a reform of the 
kolkhoz income tax, which it was claimed would halve the 
tax burden® (the tax to be paid on net instead of gross income, 
and at a rate of 12 per cent only on that portion which ex- 
ceeded a profitability rate of 15 per cent)”; large-scale cancel- 
lation or deferment of debts, including those for the purchase 
of MTS machinery®; a reduction, starting in 1966, of prices for 
farm vehicles, machinery, spares and electricity"; the gradual 
institution of direct credits from the State Bank (instead of via 
the procurement agencies) to cover seasonal monetary deficits, 
including cash wages to agricultural workers®; and the aboli- 
tion of the surcharge on consumer goods sold in rural areas. 


ORGANISATIONAL REFORMS 


The new régime, in November, 1964, unified the structure of 
the party apparatus," restoring to it the pattern which had 
been traditional before Khrushchev divided it in November, 
1962, into industrial and agricultural segments. In particular, 
the authorities restored the vital lower link—the rural raikoms 
[raion party Committees], which had been replaced by party 
Committees in the territorial production directorates. The 
Ministry of Agriculture, which had been deprived of its policy 
and executive functions in 1961, had them restored. A decree of 
March 1, 1965," made the Ministry once more directly respon- 
sible for State and collective farms and transformed the terri- 
torial production directorates, established in March, 1962, into 
the Ministry’s local organs of control—renamed ‘agricultural 
production directorates’. 

Shortly before the March, 1965, plenum, Matskevich, who 
had run the Ministry with considerable success in the early 
Khrushchev period (1955-60) was reappointed Minister.* At 
the beginning of 1965, the Ministry moved its offices back to 
Moscow.” 

Brezhnev promised at the March, 1965, plenum that greater 
respect would be paid to the principles of ‘kolkhoz democracy’, 
which he confessed had been ‘grossly infringed’ in the past. 
(In many kolkhozes, the bulk of the members are in practice 
excluded from the discussion and decision of the most impor- 
tant questions’.)® But his main proposal in this context—the 
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holding of a kolkhozniks’ Congress to approve new kolkhoz 
Statutes® has so far not materialised, though there has been 
desultory discussion in the Press and at conferences on how 
the Statutes might be improved; and a drafting commission, 
headed by Brezhnev, with a membership of 149 (mostly senior 
party officials), was set up in January, 1966. 

Brezhnev also indicated that the process of merging kol- 
khozes or transforming them into State farms, which Khrush- 
chev had sponsored, would be halted, and that ‘at the present 
stage it is not our duty to hasten the transformation of one 
form [of farm] into the other, but to assist in every possible 
way the development and flourishing of both types of com- 
munal farming’." Since the end of 1964, the growth in the 
number of State farms and decline in the number of collective 
farms seems to have halted. 


AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE 


One of the earliest consequences of Khrushchev’s fall was the 
final discrediting of Academician Lysenko, who for many years, 
under the protection first of Stalin and then of Khrushchev, 
had succeeded in foisting his idiosyncratic ideas on Soviet agri- 
culture and biological science. Less than a week after his 
patron’s fall,“ Lysenko and his doctrines were attacked in the 
Press. For the first time, details emerged of the damage he and 
his followers had caused since the mid-’thirties in various fields 
of science (by rejecting the results of modern research, both 
foreign and Soviet), in education (by distorting the teaching of 
biology), in health (‘the fact that a doctor graduating from a 
Soviet medical school has almost no idea about heredity leads 
to shortcomings in diagnosing and treating inherited dis- 
orders’)* and, not least, in farming. 

Examples of the latter were his insistence on sowing winter 
rye on stubble in the Virgin Lands in the autumn of 1962, half 
of which perished; his opposition to hybrid maize, which 
caused ‘colossal damage’; his insistence on sowing winter 
wheat on stubble in Siberia in 1941-4 (‘the grain, as might have 
been expected, was killed by frost’)*; and his experimental 
crossing of Jersey cows with other breeds, which led only to 
the destruction of decades of work by other scientists in build- 
ing up cattle breeds.“ 

Even before the March, 1965, plenum, it was evident that 
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the agricultural cropping patterns imposed by Khrushchev 
would not be retained. A group of agricultural scientists de- 
scribed in Pravda" how, ‘contrary to... biological principles 
for the siting of crops, maize was pushed far to the north and 
east’, and deplored that ‘in many areas of the country grasses 
were almost entirely ousted’. Matskevich subsequently stated 
that ‘great damage’ had been caused by the imposition, by 
administrative order, of ‘miracle crops’ and ‘miracle methods’, 
and said that ‘measures for restoring crop rotations which were 
upset during recent years in many farms and even whole 
zones would be taken." 


(b) CURRENT CONTROVERSIES 


The post-Khrushchev period has been marked by the sporadic 
but persistent airing of a number of unresolved controversies 
over agricultural reform. 

The most important of these concerns proposals to give farms 
greater freedom from centralised State control, particularly in 
the planning and marketing of their produce, and to provide 
greater scope for market forces, rather in the spirit of Profes- 
sor Liberman’s proposals for the reform of industry. 


PLANNING AND MARKETING 


Defects in planning and procurement methods were a point of 
discussion before the March, 1965, plenum on agriculture. 
Economists had urged the need to give farms more say in 
planning their production, and to combine planning ‘from 
above’ with planning ‘from below.” L. Kassirov, writing in 
Pravda in January, 1965, urged that profit should be the sole 
criterion for evaluating the work of any farm. The unwieldy 
and administrative character of the planned assignments, he 
said, hindered the development of initiative. He recommended 
that the plan should be drawn up on the basis of proposals 
worked out by the farms themselves, as they were best able 
to determine what could rationally be produced.” 

It was evident soon after the plenum that the reforms which 
it introduced had not gone far enough in the eyes of the more 
liberal economists, who reiterated the proposal that farms 
should formulate their own production plans. M. Lemeshev 
also advocated that they should be free to buy their own 
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machinery and fertilisers directly from the factories, and have 
greater scope to sell surplus produce on local markets.” 

Even more strikingly formulated and persuasively argued 
were the proposals of G. Lisichkin, in the ‘liberal’ journal, Novy 
Mir, in September, 1965." He urged that ‘farm workers should 
take the most direct part in deciding such vitally important 
questions as the planning of their production, the marketing of 
the produce grown by them, the regulation of prices for it and 
the obtaining of the equipment necessary for production’. He 
suggested that compulsory deliveries should be replaced by 
‘genuinely free contracting for all products’. He argued: 


“At first sight, such a proposal will seem to many simply blas- 
phemous—efter all, Socialist planning in agriculture is usually 
associated with the system of giving planned tasks to collective and 
State farms. But to those who think thus, one may say that planning 
of that kind was “invented” long before its present zealous defen- 
ders were born. In 1914—16 in Russia plans for the production and 
sale of grain at stable State prices were also given to the uyezds 
(Tsarist provinces). Planning by issuing directives is much less 
effective than genuine economic planning... We are not, there- 
fore, against planning, but for a different methodology of planning 
... Planning by means of economic levers requires special attention 
to the price mechanism. Prices must not be arrived at by adminis- 
trative procedure, though administrative organs may fix them.’ 


Kassirov returned to the attack with more detailed proposals 
in Problems of Economics in January, 1966." The farms, he 
said, should have planned for them only the total value of 
their deliveries, and be left to decide themselves which pro- 
ducts they would contract to deliver to the procurement 
agencies in order to fulfil this purely monetary plan. The pro- 
curement agencies, not the farms, would have to fulfil plans 
for securing agricultural deliveries by volume and type of 
product. If the volume or pattern of deliveries appeared to be 
developing unsatisfactorily for the State’s requirements, the 
flow would be regulated ‘not by administrative but by economic 
methods’, by adjusting prices. 

During the first half of 1966, the reform movement seemed 
to be gathering strength, and numerous articles in its support 
appeared in the Press.* Perhaps the most influential reinforce- 
ment came from the economist V. G. Venzher, well known for 
having earned a rebuff from Stalin for proposing the abolition 
of the MTS in October, 1953 (see Section I, p. 45). He spoke 
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of the ‘fruitful peaceful competition’ which would be en- 
gendered among the farms by the development of market 
relations.* Both Venzher and Lisichkin published books ex- 
pounding and defending the need for the reform of planning 
and marketing. 

It was not until the autumn of 1966 that the forces of 
orthodoxy mounted a counter-attack. A long article in the 
agricultural newspaper, Selskaya Zhizn, by three economists, 
said that the proposed reforms, if put into effect, ‘could damage 
the further development of agriculture and the whole national 
economy’.” The reformers were accused of ‘pressing for the 
revision of the principles of planning the Socialist economy 
worked out at the March and September [1965] plenums of 
the CPSU Central Committee’. 

A spate of similar condemnatory articles followed.* But 
nowhere was there a serious or detailed examination of the 
reformers’ arguments. A Pravda editorial on March 4, 1967, 
delivered what the orthodox camp no doubt hoped would be 
the coup de grdéce: “The views of certain economists who pro- 
pose to do away with the assignment of firm plans to the farms 
for the sale of produce to the State or to plan their targets only 
in monetary terms are clearly mistaken. These proposals are 
in fact calculated to weaken centralised planning. Their adop- 
tion could only harm the development of Socialist agriculture.’ 

But Lisichkin could not be silenced so easily. In an issue of 
Novy Mir,® signed for publication only two days after Pravda’s 
denunciation of his views, he put out a forcible restatement 
of them and attacked his critics for deliberately misrepresent- 
ing his arguments so as to make them seem foolish and irre- 
sponsible. 

Throughout 1967, the reformists’ views continued to be the 
subject of Press criticism. Towards the end of the year, a 
collection of articles by party and government officials and 
agricultural economists, headed by Matskevich, Minister of 
Agriculture, was published as a book, Results and Prospects— 
Agriculture after the March Plenum of the CPSU.CC. It was 
in fact a concerted attack on the reformists. The most serious 
charges levelled against them were that they were challenging 
recently-formulated party policy (‘pressing for the revision of 
the principles of planning the Socialist economy worked out 
at the March and September [1965] plenums of the CPSU.CC),* 
and that their ideas would subvert the whole economy (‘lead 
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inevitably to the emergence of a great imbalance between 
industry and agriculture, a rise in prices of agricultural produce, 
and speculation in it, to difficulties in supplying urban and 
industrial centres with food and raw materials, and to the dis- 
location of the entire national economy’). 

An even greater degree of official disapproval was expressed 
when Polyansky, the Politburo member in charge of agricul- 
ture, declared in an article in Kommunist® that the reformists 
were ‘grossly in error’. ‘Some economists’, he wrote, ‘go so far 
as to say that planned targets contradict the nature of the 
kolkhoz system. This is sheer nonsense.’ 

Still Lisichkin was not abashed. At the end of the 1967, he 
published a further article in Novy Mir,® which, while ignor- 
ing the high-level expressions of displeasure at his views, 
demolished some of his minor detractors in Selskaya Zhizn. 
He demonstrated that ‘instead of proving their case with effec- 
tive arguments they try to intimidate their adversaries by base- 
less accusations’. This retort, by implication, applied equally 
to Pravda and Polyansky. 

According to Lisichkin, “our opponents are afraid of free mar- 
keting of produce, because they see in it the danger of anarchy 
and disorder’. Though it serves the critics’ purpose to exaggerate 
the possible consequences of the proposed reform, it seems prob- 
able that their basic objection is indeed fear that it would open 
the way to a progressive collapse of the régime’s hold on the eco- 
nomy. The objection is thus political rather than economic. The 
régime and the orthodox economists are doubtless well aware 
of all the disadvantages in agriculture arising from the existing 
‘command-economy’ system, against which the reformers in- 
veigh, but prefer to continue accepting them rather than tam- 
per with the system. They are not prepared to contemplate any 
significant shift in decision-making from the centre to the 
farms, even though the latter are staffed and controlled by 
political appointees. 


‘LINKS’ 


Another controversy, on a more narrow issue, concerns the 
organisation of labour in kolkhozes—specifically the réle of 
the ‘link’ or ‘squad’. 

This is an old controversy with roots in the Stalin era (see 
Section I, pp. 38, 43-4). The link system was devised in the 1930s 
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as a method of overcoming the chronic apathy and lack of 
personal responsibility which plagued the kolkhozes. It in- 
volved assigning a portion of the kolkoz land and machinery 
to small teams or links of perhaps six or seven workers who 
were given charge of farming operations over a lengthy period. 
The system was encouraged until 1950, when it was suddenly 
denounced, apparently because Stalin felt it took the devolu- 
tion of responsibility too far and threatened to disintegrate the 
kolkhozes. 

Khrushchev, especially during his later years, experimented 
with various kinds of links. A Central Committee plenum in 
June 1954, condemned ‘underestimation’ of the links, and said 
they should be encouraged in the cultivation of row and techni- 
cal crops.® After the transfer of machinery from the MTS to 
the kolkhozes, from 1958 onwards, there was a great increase 
in ‘mechanised links’, These were sometimes much bigger than 
the traditional links, and were used for a greater variety of 
tasks, especially maize cultivation. Khrushchev was alive to 
the danger that the system might be used to restore a dis- 
guised form of individual peasant farming—as was clear from 
occasional denunciations of cases in which work, land and 
equipment had been assigned to individual families instead of 
to production teams.* 

Soon after Khrushchev’s fall, the links issue was taken up 
by Komsomolskaya Pravda. Experiments in self-accounting 
mechanised links in State farms in the Virgin Lands and the 
Altai were said to have met with bureaucratic opposition, 
despite the fact that they had shown that the system could do 
a lot to improve poor labour morale and incentives.” A subse- 
quent article, by a combine driver in Kazakhstan, went much 
further. After disclaiming any desire to become ‘a private Jand- 
owner’, he continued: ‘But I would like to be in a link. A plot 
of sovkhoz or kolkhoz land should be assigned to several fami- 
lies. And our earnings should depend on what we give the 
State from this land’.® 

The most detailed proposals for making the farm-worker a 
real ‘master of the land’ came in August, 1965, from Zhulin, 
an agronomist in the Altai. Land should be allocated to links for 
several years, he recommended, and the allocation should be 
on a proper legal basis, not merely on a verbal understanding. 
The link would then be ‘a legally independent production unit 
with corresponding rights and duties’; land would be entrusted 
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to ‘a group of persons with the right to be its master in the 
name of and on behalf of the people’. 

Komsomolskaya Pravda continued to champion the link 
system against economists, agricultural scientists and officials 
who viewed it ‘with mistrust’,” as ‘not Socialist’,” or as ‘a lapse 
into property-owning’.” It was not until 1966 that approval, 
albeit lukewarm, was given for experiments with links in 
Selskaya Zhizn,” and then in Pravda," which declared: 


‘Maybe everything in this experiment has not been worked out in 
detail, and perhaps there is something debatable in its methods, but 
the facts speak for themselves.’” 


Despite Pravda’s intervention, conservative resistance to the 
experiments has continued. Komsomolskaya Pravda indignantly 
reported in May, 1967,” that the Ministry of Agriculture and 
the State Committee on Labour and Wages had ‘done nothing 
to support the movement’, and that their negative attitude had 
‘led to the dissolution of many mechanised links bereft of moral 
and organisational support’. And six months later the news- 
paper had to regret that this and previous protests had elicited 
no action from the appropriate authorities.” 

The party leadership apparently prefers to let the desultory 
discussion of this issue continue indefinitely rather than make 
its mind up about it. 


KOLKHOZ UNIONS 


Unlike the controversies over planning, marketing and links, 
that over kolkhoz unions was brought to the fore by the party 
leadership—by Brezhnev’s suggestion at the March, 1966, Party 
Congress that elective kolkhoz unions, which had existed from 
raion to all-union level in the early period of collectivisation, 
might be resurrected. 

Brezhnev alleged that in their time the unions had been ‘re- 
garded as authoritative by the peasants’, and had ‘allowed the 
collective farm system to be further democratised and the 
broad masses of kolkhozniks to be drawn into economic, cul- 
tural and social activity’.” In fact, they had only a brief and 
shadowy existence after 1929, and were completely submerged 
in the turmoil of mass collectivisation, and finally abolished in 
1932.” 

Khrushchev had toyed with the idea of re-establishing the 
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unions after the abolition of the MTS in 1958." The matter 
was raised again at the December, 1959, Central Committee 
plenum, at which a considerable divergence of opinion on it 
emerged. Khrushchev said they should think only about estab- 
lishing raion kolkhoz unions—it was too early to set up a 
central organisation for them." Matskevich, then as now 
Minister of Agriculture, was also against any ‘independent 
system’ of unions above raion level.” Polyansky, then Chairman 
of the RSFSR Council of Ministers, pushed the idea furthest. 
He favoured raion, oblast and Republic unions, which would 
‘take on themselves the functions of operative control of the 
kolkhozes’.* He pointed out this would entail a reorganisation 
of the Ministry of Agriculture and substantial reduction of its 
work. The final resolution of the plenum merely instructed the 
party Presidium to study the matter further.” 

With the creation of territorial production administrations 
in March, 1962, the question of kolkhoz unions was by-passed. 
The new administrations took over the management of the 
inter-kolkhoz construction and other organisations, which had 
considerably expanded, and some of which had created their 
own hierarchical systems. 

In the post-Khrushchev period, the issue of kolkhoz unions 
was raised again in the course of the Press discussion of pos- 
sible amendments to the kolkhoz Statutes, which the March, 
1965, plenum had agreed would be revised at a forthcoming 
Kolkhozniks’ Congress. Those who favoured the unions stressed 
both political and economic advantages which they might 
bring. The unions, it was urged, would ‘defend the kolkhozes’ 
interests in their relations with other organisations’, or facili- 
tate the struggle against a high-handed attitude towards kol- 
khozes by certain representatives of State organs, and help to 
preserve the democratic bases of management in each indi- 
vidual kolkhoz’.* They would also, it was suggested, ‘contribute 
to finally solving the problem of economically weak kolkhozes’, 
since all the kolkhozes in a union would contribute to a com- 
mon fund from which the weaker ones would benefit.” Objec- 
tions to these arguments were also raised, especially to the 
suggestion that the economically strong kolkhozes should be 
made to rescue the weaker ones.® 

When Brezhnev proposed the establishment of unions, at 
local levels and in the centre, at the March, 1966, Party Con- 
gress, it was in a tentative manner, evidently without wishing 
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to commit himself too much to the idea (‘We should like to 
have your opinion as to whether it would be advisable to set 
up ...’).” The idea was briefly supported by Shelest, the Ukrain- 
ian party leader.” Matskevich’s continued opposition to it was 
implied by the fact that he ignored the topic.” Kebin, the 
Estonian party leader, also indicated his opposition, by remark- 
ing that the raion production administrations (i.e., the Ministry 
of Agriculture) were ‘the best organisational form for directing 
both kolkhozes and sovkhozes’, and that there had already 
been ‘more than enough experiments and reorganisations’.™ 
The outcome, once again, was merely a recommendation that 
the matter be examined further. 

Since the Party Congress, the pros and cons of establishing 
unions have been further debated in the Press, but no decision 
on the matter appears in sight, especially with the continued 
postponement of the Kolkhozniks’ Congress to which the ques- 
tion should be submitted. 
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IV 


Living and Working 
Conditions on the Farms 


i tr ee 


THE APPARATUS OF 
PARTY AND STATE CONTROL 


The detailed, daily supervision and administration of agricul- 
ture is the concern of a double set of organs: the government 
agencies, and the party apparatus. As in all other spheres, the 
distinction between their functions is often blurred, but it is 
the latter which plays the decisive réle. 

Ultimate responsibility for party direction of agriculture 
lies with the General Secretary, Brezhnev, who, like Khrush- 
chev, has personally identified himself with the task of solving 
the country’s agricultural difficulties and has introduced the 
post-Khrushchev régime’s major policy innovations in this 
sphere. The interlocking of the party and government control 
apparatus is illustrated in the person of Polyansky, the next 
most senior official responsible for agriculture, who combines 
membership of the party Politburo with the post of First 
Deputy Chairman of the governmental Council of Ministers 
(there are two First Deputy Chairmen under the Chairman, 
Kosygin). 

The party agricultural apparatus at the General Secretary’s 
disposal is directed by a junior member of the Secretariat, 
Kulakov. He is head of the CPSU CC’s agricultural depart- 
ment, to which are subordinate agricultural departments at 
each of the lower party levels—in the Republic party Central 
Committees, and in the oblast/krai and raion party Commit- 
tees. The departments’ most important function seems to be 
the selection and appointment of party officials responsible for 
agriculture. In addition to the party agricultural departments, 
all provincial party First Secretaries have a primary responsi- 
bility for agriculture. The First Secretary of a Republic’s Cen- 
tral Committee, of an obkom, kraikom or raikom, ultimately 
answers for agriculture in his area, and in those districts where 
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agriculture is especially important (e.g. the Kuban or the 
Virgin Lands) his whole career and reputation depend on the 
results he can achieve in this sector. Another Secretary, in 
addition to the First Secretary, is usually, at each level, given 
special responsibilities for agriculture. 

Party Committees at each level have their schedule of 
appointments (nomenklatura) for which they are responsible 
as the appointing or confirming authority. Until early 1954, 
responsibility for the appointment of kolkhoz chairmen lay 
with the raikom. A Central Committee decree of March 2, 
1954, however, ordered that such appointments were to be 
transferred to the nomenklatura of the obkom, or of a Repub- 
lic Central Committee (in Republics without oblast division), 
while the raikom’s responsibility extended only to the posts 
of deputy chairman, leaders of field brigades and managers of 
livestock farms.’ 

The hiring and firing of all key officials in a kolkhoz are 
therefore securely in the hands of the local party authorities, 
though the farm itself ostensibly elects or appoints them.’ 
If the kolkhozniks attempt to resist the appointment of official 
nominees, the local authorities may employ various forms of 
pressure and intimidation to get their way (e.g. deprive the 
farm of fertiliser, spare parts and building materials, or insti- 
tute an ‘investigation’ of the farm by the local procurator).’ 
One of the characteristics of the kolkhoz system is the frequent 
and arbitrary replacing of farm officials, especially the chair- 
men. In 1960, Pravda published a letter from a Ukrainian 
kolkhoz which had had twenty different chairmen since the 
end of the war.‘ 

At the base of the pyramid of party controls, below the 
raikom, are the primary party organisations in the farms. These 
are party Committees in larger farms with over 50 party mem- 
bers or candidates, or party organisations. Both are run by a 
Secretary and deputy Secretary. The former may be a full-time 
paid party official if there are more than 150 Communists in 
the farm. There may also be separate party organisations or 
groups in the subdivisions of the farm (e.g. in the field brigades 
or livestock units). The farm’s party organisation, or Commit- 
tee, has the statutory right ‘to control the activity of the 
administration’ (Article 60 of the CPSU Statutes). 

On the governmental side, the USSR Ministry of Agriculture 
has direct ‘responsibility for the state of agricultural production 
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in the country’s collective and State farms’.* The Ministry is 
divided up into a large number of Main Administrations for 
the different branches of agriculture (e.g. for grain crops, live- 
stock, fodder, soil conservation, etc.) and also has a Main 
Administration for State Farms and an Administration for 
Collective Farm Affairs. It has subordinate counterpart Minis- 
tries in the Republics (which have Administrations for Collec- 
tive Farm Affairs and for State Farms) and, below these, Agri- 
cultural Administrations in the krais and oblasts (which have 
Departments for Collective Farm Affairs and for State Farms), 
and, finally, Agricultural Production Administrations in the 
raions.’ Specialised State farms are organised in ‘trusts’, which 
are responsible to the krai and oblast Agricultural Adminis- 
trations.’ 

The raion Agricultural Production Administrations include 
among their functions ‘ensuring the fulfilment of plans for 
production and State procurements by each kolkhoz and 
sovkhoz’* They also ‘organise the conclusion of contracts be- 
tween the sovkhozes and kolkhozes on the one hand, and the 
procurement agencies on the other, and control the fulfilment 
of the contracts’.’ The principle of dual subordination does not 
apply to these raion Agricultural Administrations. They are not 
subordinate to the raion Soviet’s Executive Committees as most 
other local government agencies are, but only to the next 
highest rung in the Ministry of Agriculture—the oblast or 
krai Agricultural Administrations.” Dual subordination does, 
however, apply above the raion level. 

The other government agencies directly concerned with 
agriculture are: Soyuzselkhoztekhnika (‘The All-Union Associa- 
tion of the USSR Council of Ministers for the sale of agricul- 
tural equipment, spares, mineral fertiliser and other technical 
equipment and for the organisation of the repair and use of 
machinery on collective and State farms’), which has local 
branches at each level down to the raion"; the State Commit- 
tee for Procurements of the USSR Council of Ministers, which 
has local offices down to the oblast/krai level (in the Republics 
there are Ministries or State Committees for grain products and 
the combined fodder industry), and includes among its func- 
tions ‘control over the maintenance of State discipline in the 
sale and delivery of agricultural produce by State and collec- 
tive farms and the procurement organisations”; the USSR 
Ministry for Land Reclamation and Water Economy, which 
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has local offices down to raion level and is primarily concerned 
with irrigation and drainage”; and the State Planning Com- 
mittee of the USSR Council of Ministers (Gosplan), one of 
whose deputy Chairmen is responsible for agricultural plan- 
ning,“ and in which there is a special department for agricul- 
ture." 

Police controls in the countryside operate mainly through the 
Militia. There is also a network of Militia auxiliaries, known 
as ‘rural executives’, recruited among the rural population. It 
was first established in 1924, and developed during the mass 
collectivisation period. The rural executives are appointed on 
a basis of one to every 300 inhabitants in all villages with a 
rural Soviet, and on that of one executive for all other villages. 
They are nominated by local Soviets from men of between 
18 and 50 and women between 18 and 45—excluding those 
who have a court record, have undergone banishment or are 
under arrest—and serve for three months. Refusal to serve is 
a criminal offence. Their duties are to assist the rural Soviet 
and Militia in fighting crime, in the protection of State pro- 
perty, in conveying people under arrest to their place of con- 
finement, in supervising sanitary and fire precautions and in 
carrying out local government and court orders. They are 
specifically obliged to inform the Militia of all ‘crimes and 
occurrences’ in the area. 

The Militia control the movements of the rural population 
through the internal passport system (see Section I, p. 26). 
Kolkhozniks are still denied passports and debarred from visit- 
ing urban centres, except for short periods with special per- 
mission from their local Soviet. They may stay without a 
passport in areas where the passport system is in force (i.e. all 
urban and frontier areas) for such purposes as conferences, 
business, or medical treatment, provided that they register such 
visits with the Militia and can show a certificate from their 
village Soviet stating their identity and the object of the visit.” 
Resentment at this permanent evidence of second-class citizen- 
ship runs deep.” In the post-Khrushchev period there have 
been isolated suggestions that the kolkhozniks should be issued 
with passports, especially since the existing system was not 
fully effective in preventing their leaving for the towns.” A 
well-publicised experiment to keep young people on the land 
found that ‘they rejected the customary, but ineffective, 
methods of social influence. First of all, they rejected adminis- 
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trative measures and the so-called “passport régime” in the 
kolkhozes.’™ But this régime continues. 

Kolkhozniks are not even free to move from one kolkhoz to 
another without the permission of both kolkhozes, except 
when members of different farms are married.” This is another 
cause for resentment, and there have been suggestions that 
when the Model Statutes are revised they should include a pro- 
vision for kolkhozniks to leave their kolkhoz, for example, after 
giving three months’ notice.” 


STATE AND COLLECTIVE 
FARMS: NUMBER AND SIZE 


In 1966, there were about 37,000 collective farms with an 
average of about 417 peasant households, 2,800 hectares of 
arable land, 1,072 head of cattle, 41 tractors, and 829,000 
roubles of fixed assets.» There were some 52 million kolkhoz- 
niks,“ implying an average membership for each kolkhoz of 
about 1,400 (including kolkhozniks’ dependants and non-work- 
ing kolkhozniks), and for each peasant household of about 3-4. 
The number of kolkhozniks working on the kolkhozes on aver- 
age throughout the year was 18-4 million,® implying an average 
for each kolkhoz of just under 500 workers. 

State farms are much larger agricultural units than collective 
farms, despite the policy of greatly increasing the size of the 
latter from the late ‘forties until recently. In 1966, there were 
12,200 State farms with an average of 651 workers, 7,300 hec- 
tares of arable land, 2,071 head of cattle, 114 tractors and 
2,110,000 roubles of fixed assets. 

In 1965, State farms held 57-4 per cent of total agricultural 
land, and 42-6 per cent of the total sown area. The comparable 
figures for the collective farms were 41-2 per cent and 50-2 per 
cent.” In the same year, an average of 8 million State farmers 
and 17-6 million collective farmers worked in agriculture.* 


VARIATIONS IN CONDITIONS 


Conditions on the farms, especially on the kolkhozes, vary 
enormously according to their economic strength, and this does 
not necessarily depend on whether the farm is well managed or 
well situated (climatically or geographically), but quite pos- 
sibly on circumstances such as whether a kolkhoz chairman has 
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enjoyed the favour of the local party authorities, or has been 
adept in securing favourable agricultural delivery tasks. This 
accounts for the great variation in pay in neighbouring farms. 
In 1961, in kolkhozes in the Gorky oblast, pay per work-day 
was over 22 times higher in the best paying farms than in the 
worst paying.* Large annual variations in pay also occur in 
kolkhozes because of the weather. In areas of insufficient rain- 
fall ‘a reduction in average pay in the mass of kolkhozes of 
25-30 per cent, and even of 50 per cent compared with the 
previous year, is no exception’.” 

‘Economically weak’ collective farms—i.e. farms which year 
after year operate at a loss; are chronically in debt; cannot 
expand production, pay their members the minimum rates, or 
invest in capital equipment—are one of the central problems 
of Soviet agriculture. A Soviet economist has described ‘the 
exceptionally acute and complicated problem of economically 
weak kolkhozes...[which] cause enormous damage to the 
national economy as much as to the kolkhozniks, whose labour 
does not receive the appropriate remuneration and whose living 
standards are declining’." According to another expert, even 
in Republics with a relatively high average rate of profitability 
in their farms, many operate at a loss; and ‘in 1965, of 36,300 
kolkhozes in the country, about 10,000, or a quarter of the farms, 
had incomes...lower than their production expenses’. The 
level of profitability in a further 10,000 farms was ‘clearly un- 
satisfactory’. In 1966, the number of unprofitable and low- 
profit farms fell, but there were still about 12,000, or a third, 
which were in this category. In 1965, about half the State 
farms were run at a loss, and in 1966 (a very good harvest 
year) about 25 per cent.” 


THE COLLECTIVE FARM 
(a) INTERNAL ORGANISATION 


The organisation of collective farms is laid down in Chapter 8 
of the 1935 Model Statutes.” 

The kolkhoz is said to be run by its ‘highest organ of adminis- 
tration—the general meeting of kolkhozniks. This statement 
bears even less relation to reality than does Article 30 of the 
Soviet Constitution, which says that the USSR Supreme Soviet 
is ‘the highest organ of State power in the USSR’. Apart from 
anything else, the membership of most kolkhozes is far too 
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large for them to hold regular consultations or to act in any 
sense as administrative organs. In some, there are several thou- 
sand members. To have a genuine meeting of them would be 
a practical impossibility. Various substitutes for general meet- 
ings have been devised, such as meetings of kolkhozniks’ 
‘representatives’,,™ elected by them, or field brigade meetings, 
but these arrangements seem entirely haphazard. As Brezhnev 
put it at the March, 1965, plenum: ‘In many kolkhozes, the bulk 
of the members are in practice excluded from the discussion 
and decision of the most important questions.’ 

It is the kolkhoz board, headed by its chairman and sup- 
posedly ‘elected’ by the general meeting—but in reality 
appointed and dismissed by the local party apparatus (see 
above)—which in fact runs the farm. The board and chairman 
are ‘elected’ for two years. The board should be composed of 
between five and nine members. It usually includes an agro- 
nomist, a veterinary expert, an agricultural engineer and other 
specialist-technicians. The chairman is required to consult with 
his board not less than twice a month. The board appoints one 
of its members as deputy chairman, on the recommendation 
of the chairman, and also appoints the heads of field brigades 
and livestock units for not less than two years, plus an account- 
ant. 

The farm also has an auditing and checking commission 
‘elected’ by the general meeting.This must not include mem- 
bers of the board or their relatives, or others such as storemen, 
cashiers, etc., whose work is subject to audit. The commission 
is supposed to check not only the farm’s financial affairs but 
its adherence to legal norms, and its fulfilment of State obliga- 
tions and plans. If it discovers anything untoward ‘if need be, it 
informs the investigating organisations’.* 

Despite all the evidence to the contrary the pretence is 
usually kept up in official propaganda that the kolkhozes are 
run democratically. For this purpose the concept of ‘kolkhoz 
democracy’, said to be ‘the basis for the entire system of 
administration in kolkhozes’,” has been invented. The official 
definition of ‘kolkhoz democracy’ in a legal handbook® begins 
with the simple assertion: “The kolkhozniks themselves decide 
all the most important questions in the life of their kolkhoz.’ 
That this is untrue—even technically—was admitted not only 
by Brezhnev at the March, 1965, plenum, but again in October, 
1965, in an RSFSR decree which admitted that ‘in many cases 
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the kolkhozniks are prevented from participating in the deci- 
sion of important questions relating to the conduct of the 
farm’.* 

At the beginning of 1967, a deputy chairman of the Juridical 
Commission attached to the USSR Council of Ministers con- 
fessed: 


‘The kolkhoz Statutes are frequently infringed. Questions involv- 
ing the acceptance of new members, the expulsion of kolkhozniks, 
confirmation of labour agreements and the acquisition and sale 
of the basic means of production, are decided by kolkhoz manage- 
ments without subsequent confirmation by general meetings of 
kolkhozniks.’ 


A decree published at the end of 1967 in Azerbaidjan re- 
corded that not only general meetings, but sessions of the 
kolkhoz board, were rarely held in some of the Republic’s 
farms, and ‘many questions are decided unilaterally by the 
chairman’.” 


(b) LABOUR ORGANISATION AND DISCIPLINE 


Chapter 7 of the Model Statutes establishes the basic principles 
for organising the work of the kolkhozniks. It provides for the 
formation of ‘field brigades’ and for the assignment to them 
of an area of the farm and the equipment necessary for its 
cultivation for an entire crop-rotation period, and for the allo- 
cation of the farm’s livestock and equipment to ‘livestock 
brigades’ for not less than three years. 

The ‘brigadier’ in charge of a field brigade is not expected to 
participate in its work. He organises and controls it and keeps 
a written record of its progress. A ‘livestock-brigadier’ does, 
however, participate in the actual work of his brigade. Briga- 
diers make weekly entries in the work-books of the members 
of their brigade showing how much work they have done. 
They may have special accountants to assist them, and in 
tractor brigades there are assistant brigadiers who are mecha- 
nics. ‘Links’ may be formed, either within the brigades or as 
independent units, comprising half a dozen or more workers 
under the command of a ‘link-man’. He is appointed either by 
the kolkhoz board or by a meeting of the brigade of which the 
link is a part.” 

All work must be carried out in accordance with ‘internal 
regulations’ approved by the farm’s general meeting. These 
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regulations are “considerably wider in their scope’ than the 
analogous ‘rules of internal labour order’ in industrial enter- 
prises, because they ‘govern not merely the farm’s economic 
and production activity, but also some aspects of the life of 
kolkhozniks and kolkhoz households’.“ In particular, they fix 
the farm’s working hours, days off and holidays; the minimum 
number of annual and seasonal work-days, or norms, a kol- 
khoznik must fulfil, and the minimum times he must turn out 
for work (the brigadier renders to the board a daily return of 
kolkhozniks who fail to appear or appear late at work)*; pun- 
ishments (the heaviest of which is expulsion from the kolkhoz) 
and rewards; a list of the misdemeanours constituting infringe- 
ment of labour discipline; and the conditions under which the 
‘personal requirements’ of a kolkhoznik may be met—for ex- 
ample, the conditions under which he may have the use of a 
kolkhoz horse or transport (this normally depends on his 
having fulfilled the minimum required work on the farm, and 
must be paid for). 

Each farm establishes the minimum amount of work which all 
ordinary kolkhozniks (except children under 16, the disabled, 
men over 60 and women over 55) must do on the farm. This may 
be in terms of minimum labour-days earned, norms fulfilled, or 
‘appearances at work’. Not only are annual minima set, but also 
seasonal and monthly. The minima are also differentiated ac- 
cording to the age, sex and other characteristics of the kol- 
khozniks. Thus, a farm in the Perm oblast set minimum monthly 
norms for ‘able-bodied kolkhozniks’, ‘women without children’, 
and “women with pre-schoolchildren and schoolchildren’. They 
were highest in July-September (25 norms a month for the 
able-bodied), and lowest in October-March (20 norms a 
month). Not surprisingly, there is pressure for the abolition of 
work minima, and this has been proposed in connexion with 
suggestions for revising the Model Statutes." 

Even if a kolkhoznik has fulfilled his minimum for a given 
period, this does not mean he has no further obligation to work 
on the farm in that period.” Kolkhozniks are expected to work 
longer on the farm, during the year as a whole, than workers 
in the factory: for statistical purposes they are considered to 
have been fully employed throughout the year only if they 
completed 290 man-days (270 in the case of women), whereas 
industrial workers average only 266-5 man-days per year.” 

In addition to fulfilling their obligations to work on the farm, 
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kolkhozniks must perform an annual corvée. A decree of 
April 7, 1950, provided that State and collective farms must 
participate in the building and maintenance of local roads at 
their own expense. Each kolkhoz must carry out road-work 
on the basis of four to six days’ work per able-bodied kolkhoz- 
nik per year, and two to four days’ work per item of kolkhoz 
machinery (including tractors and trucks) and draught power 
suitable for roadwork. Instead of performing this corvée, farms 
may, ‘in exceptional circumstances’, be permitted by local 
Soviets to make an equivalent monetary payment. 

Punishments are not supposed to be imposed by farm 
officials without the board’s approval, and expulsion requires 
the sanction of a general meeting (an open, majority vote, with 
at least two-thirds of the members attending).” The penalty 
for not fulfilling the required amount of work on the farm may 
be one or more of the following: a tax increase of 50 per cent; 
exclusion from the right to receive fodder from the farm, or 
use its pastures, for private livestock; a reduction in size of the 
private plot. Other punishments are: the repeating of work 
which has been poorly done; a reprimand before a general 
meeting; the forfeiting of labour-day units; inclusion on ‘the 
board of shame’ (a public notice board devoted to portraits of 
miscreants with short accounts of their misdemeanours); and 
transfer to lower-paid work.” 

For ‘educational’ purposes, offenders may sometimes be 
brought before the farm’s ‘comrades’ court’, elected from the 
kolkhoz membership, public sessions of which are the occasion 
for dramatising before a large audience the perils of ‘anti-social 
behaviour’. 

The pressure to discipline the farms has given rise to a 
special corpus of ‘agricultural crimes’, unique to the Soviet 
system. For example, any attempt by a kolkhoznik to expand 
his private plot at the expense of kolkhoz land, or beyond the 
statutory limits, consitutes a criminal act under a decree of 
May 27, 1939. It is normally punishable under Article 199 of 
the RSFSR Criminal Code, which provides for penalties of up 
to a year’s corrective labour.® Under Article 168 of the Code, 
wilful damage to kolkhoz or sovkhoz crops can be punished by 
up to a year’s corrective labour. Under Khrushchev, the Code 
was extended to provide that ‘criminal negligence’ in using or 
maintaining farm machinery be punished by up to three years’ 
deprivation of freedom.” 
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(c) WORKING HOURS: 
SEASONAL UNEMPLOYMENT 


The length of the working day varies from farm to farm. The 
average is about eight hours, but in some farms, particularly 
those in which the earnings are low and discipline is weak, it 
may be only five-and-a-half to six hours. In some stronger farms 
it may be as much as ten hours.® Normally, longer hours are 
worked on animal husbandry than on field-work. Individual 
kolkhozniks, particularly women, occasionally work appallingly 
long hours. At the March, 1965, plenum, Pavlov (the Komsomol 
leader) remarked: ‘It is considered normal for a milkmaid to 
be on the livestock farm for between 12 and 14 hours a day, 
and to go without a day off for years on end.’ He told of one, 
aged about 30, who had not had a day off for 15 years.* A 
story published in 1964 quoted a milkmaid as saying that on 
her farm, where they ‘rise at dawn, go to bed at midnight and 
catch up with their sleep in snatches by day’, there were 

‘no days off, no holidays; it’s as if we're fettered, there isn’t even 
time to go to town and buy oneself something’.”” 


Kolkhoz chairmen, brigadiers and other officials can insist 
on kolkhozniks working overtime, starting work earlier than 
usual, and working at night.* 

Sunday is the normal day off, but in some farms there is a 
rota system for taking a day off. The kolkhoz board may declare 
a public holiday to be a working day. Some economically 
strong farms give their kolkhozniks annual paid holidays (nor- 
mally 12 working days a year), but only to those who have 
fulfilled the required minimum amount of work on the farm.” 

The five-day working week, which has recently been intro- 
duced in industry, is only practised in ‘certain progressive 
State and collective farms’.” 

There is considerable seasonal unemployment during the 
winter and, according to Polyansky, ‘many rural inhabitants 
are employed in communal production for several months 
only’. Soviet estimates showed that 25 million kolkhozniks 
were at work on the farms in July, 1962, but only 14:5 million 
in January.” To help provide winter employment, a decree of 
September 16, 1967, encouraged farms to establish their own 
‘auxiliary enterprises’ for processing agricultural produce and 
for making building materials, consumer goods and other 
articles from local raw materials and industrial waste." The 
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danger is that these auxiliary enterprises may distract the 
peasants from their work on the farms, but the authorities are 
alive to this, and to the need ‘to prevent the infiltration into 
the auxiliary enterprises of so-called “shabashniks” [illegal pri- 
vate operators] who try to use them for extracting unearned 
income’. 

(d) WAGES 


Until recently, the usual method of paying kolkhozniks was the 
‘labour-day’ system (see Section I, pp. 36-7). The defects of this 
system have long been apparent, and were well summarised by 
a Soviet economist as follows: 


‘Kolkhozniks are paid long after their work, and their pay re- 
mains quantitatively undetermined for a lengthy period. For many 
months the kolkhoznik knows how many labour-days he has earned 
but has only the vaguest idea of how much he will receive for them. 
Annual fluctuations in payment per labour-day adversely affect the 
kolkhozniks’ material interests, and increase the stimulus for them 
to give prior attention to their private plots. The size of the fund 
for labour payments, under this system of income distribution, does 
not depend on the number of labour-days. It is not established as 
an independent quantity, as part of the kolkhoz’s production ex- 
penses, but passively, as the residue of monetary income and 
produce after production expenses have been met, obligations to the 
State fulfilled, and communal funds replenished.’® 


Since 1958, most of the farms have combined the labour- 
day system with monthly or quarterly advances of cash and 
produce, and a few began to discard the labour-day system 
altogether in favour of the monetary accounting and payment of 
labour, based on various rates for the fulfilment of work-norms. 

By 1965, 30,000 kolkhozes were still on the labour-day 
system, and some 8~-9,000 were on a monetary system which, 
however, still retained a large element—about 10 per cent— 
of payment in kind. Only a few farms paid only in money.* 
The slow progress in the monetisation of payments was caused 
by insufficient funds, especially in economically weak farms, by 
the fact that (until 1966) the farms’ income tax was based on 
their distributions in money, but not in kind,” and by the 
kolkhozniks’ requirements for agricultural produce, both for 
their own needs and for marketing at favourable prices. 

Speakers at the March, 1965, plenum emphasised the low 
level of pay in kolkhozes compared with that in sovkhozes and, 
even more, with that in industry. In the Pskov oblast, for 
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example, it averaged about half that in the sovkhozes, and 
only a third that in industry.* 

At the 23rd Party Congress in March, 1966, Brezhnev 
announced a proposal to introduce gradually, over the follow- 
ing five years, guaranteed monthly payments for kolkhozniks, 
based on sovkhoz rates and labour-norms.® A decree of May 16, 
1966, ‘recommended’ that a start be made from July 1, 1966. 
The guaranteed pay would be in both cash and kind, and 
kolkhozes with insufficient funds would get five-year loans 
from the State Bank.” By the beginning of 1967, it was claimed 
that about 90 per cent of the farms had begun introducing 
this system.” Almost 75 per cent have also now abandoned the 
labour-day in favour of a monetary system of payment (in 
which, however, there remains an element of payment in 
produce—15 per cent in 1966).” It seems to be common prac- 
tice to withhold 20 per cent to 30 per cent of the monetary 
payment due to the kolkhozniks until the end of the year, when 
the amount of produce available for distribution can be ascer- 
tained. This produce is then priced so as to make it total the 
withheld monetary payment, and is distributed accordingly, 
under the guise of ‘the sales of produce to kolkhozniks’.” 

Before the May, 1966, decree on the adoption in kolkhozes of 
a payment system modelled on that of the sovkhozes, many 
farms had experimented with the idea, but it had been criti- 
cised by reformist economists on two grounds: 


(a) Weak kolkhozes had insufficient funds to maintain such 
a system, and ‘this merely led to over-expenditure of 
funds, to great indebtedness, to the exhaustion of reserve 
funds built up earlier for regular [pay] advances, and 
finally to a sharp decline in payment rates for labour in 
subsequent years. Life clearly confirms that the kol- 
khozes’ tariff system must be built on the basis of the 
actual level of their incomes.” 

(b) Kolkhozes require a much more highly differentiated 
system than that operating in sovkhozes because they are 
more concerned than are sovkhozes (which rely on 
‘administrative orders’ and ‘State discipline’) with pro- 
viding complex incentives for the performance of dif- 
ferent tasks.” 


The sovkhoz pay system (consisting of 12 six-grade scales, 
giving a total of 72 different pay rates) is itself admitted to be 
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‘complicated and imperfect’.” The conversion to it of kolkhozes 
seems to have produced even greater complexity. In the 
Ukraine, for example, the Ministry of Agriculture has approved 
over 160 pay rates, based on 28 different (six-grade) scales, 
‘with various coefficients and assessments which are unco- 
ordinated’.” 

It is also clear that many kolkhozes are still unable to find 
the necessary funds to bring their payments in line with sov- 
khoz rates (confirming what the critics said earlier). Polyansky, 
at the end of 1967, blamed difficulties in introducing the new 
system on the State Bank: ‘Certain officials of the State Bank 
have several times tried to “put a spoke in the wheels” of its 
introduction, and halted the issue of credits for guaranteed 
pay.” Izvestiya also claimed that these officials had adopted 
the attitude that ‘profitable farms are not supposed to have 
credits, and unprofitable ones cannot be given them’, Bank 
officials, it revealed, were naturally loath to sanction credits 
to economically weak farms, because their bonuses depended 
on securing the repayment of credits.” Some idea of wage rates 
and of the wage structure in kolkhozes under the new system 
is given by the ‘Recommendations on the payment of labour in 
kolkhozes’, approved by the RSFSR Council of Ministers on 
July 2, 1966. 

The recommended daily rates for ordinary labourers range 
from 1:56 roubles to 3:10 roubles, while those for tractor drivers 
and machine operators range from 2:20 roubles to 6:50 roubles. 
Kolkhozniks work an average of about 200 days" a year on 
the kolkhoz, and so these daily rates would mean that an 
average kolkhoznik labourer could receive from his kolkhoz 
between 26 roubles and 51:5 roubles a month, while tractor 
drivers and machine operators could receive between 36:5 
roubles and 108 roubles. 

Next come recommended monthly wages for the adminis- 
trative staff. They range from 40 roubles for guards to 70 to 90 
roubles for senior book-keepers. Brigadiers should get a 
monthly wage ranging between 75 roubles and 180 roubles, 
according to the value of the production of their brigade. But 
in special cases they may receive 190 roubles. Chief agro- 
nomists, engineers and vets should get between 130 roubles and 
250 roubles. 

Finally, kolkhoz chairmen are divided into 10 categories, 
according to the economic importance of their kolkhoz, judged 
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primarily by its income over the previous three to five years, 
and are recommended to receive between 140 roubles and 300 
roubles a month, though in exceptional cases they may get a 
maximum of 330 roubles. 

All members of a kolkhoz may earn additional pay on top 
of their basic wages, according to the results of their work (e.g. 
by overfulfilling plans and work-norms). In the case of kolkhoz 
chairmen and senior specialists, this may amount to as much 
as an additional six months’ wages in one year. In 1966, the 
additional pay of kolkhozniks as a whole is said to have 
equalled 10 per cent of their basic wages.” 

The great difference in basic pay between kolkhoz chairmen 
and their senior officials on the one hand, and labourers on 
the other—the differential could be greater than 10:1—is a 
striking feature of this wage structure. It is no doubt even 
greater if additional pay is taken into account. 

Another feature is the very low remuneration of the bulk of 
kolkhozniks—the ordinary labourers. The grave consequences 
of this for the nation as a whole have been spelt out by a 
reformist economist: 


The main producer of agricultural output is the kolkhoz sector— 
about two-thirds of the country’s output comes from it. The low 
level of pay and the kolkhozniks’ feeble material incentives to work 
are one of the main factors behind the slow development of 
agriculture ... The growing demand for food while the volume of 
its production remained constant led to interruptions in food sup- 
plies to the population, to purchases of food abroad, and to a 
retarded growth of the population’s living standards. Another con- 
sequence of the feeble material incentives of agricultural workers 
in the results of their labour is the extremely low return on capital 
investments in agriculture.’® 


THE STATE FARM 
(a) HISTORY 


The large, State-operated farm was envisaged at the outset of 
the Soviet régime as the ideal type of agricultural enterprise 
which could serve as a model for other farms. 

Under the Land Decree of November 8, 1917, highly culti- 
vated land formerly belonging to large landowners, and speci- 
ally valuable plantations, stud-farms, etc., were not distributed 
among the peasants but reserved for the State.* The ‘Law of 
Socialist Land Tenure and Measures for Transition to Socialist 
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Agriculture’, of February 14, 1919, stated: ‘State Farms are 
being organised (a) to obtain the greatest possible increase in 
food supplies by raising the productivity of agriculture and 
extending the crop area; (b) to create conditions for the com- 
plete transition to Communist agriculture; and (c) to create 
and develop centres of best farming techniques’.* A Decree of 
the following day, ‘On the Organisation of State Farms by 
Institutions and Amalgamations of the Industrial Proletariat’, 
provided for the establishment of State farms attached to 
various factories to produce food for the worker.” Thus from 
the outset, the party relied on urban workers to run the State 
farms. 

In the event, only a very small part of confiscated land was 
converted into State farms, and by 1921 they covered only 
3:3 million hectares.” It has been estimated that the joint 
holdings of collective and State farms at this time accounted 
for less than four per cent of total agricultural Jand.* 

The first, abortive attempt to make the State farms a large- 
scale success occurred in April, 1928. The Politburo, in an 
endeavour to solve the procurements crisis, launched a four- 
to five-year programme for bringing unused land into cultiva- 
tion under newly established State farms, which were to be- 
come ‘grain factories’ producing an annual marketable supply 
of 100 million poods (62 poods=1 ton) of grain.” A similar 
programme for establishing livestock State farms was launched 
by the 16th Party Congress in 1930.” 

Between 1929 and 1933, the percentage of the total grain 
area accounted for by State farms rose from 1:5 to 10-8." But 
hopes placed in them were not fulfilled. In 1933, grain deli- 
veries were only a third of those planned, while deliveries of 
sugar beet, cotton and meat amounted to little more than one- 
tenth of the planned target. The increase in head of livestock 
was only 50 per cent of what had been hoped.” 

Stalin told the 17th Party Congress in 1934: 


‘As for the State farms, it must be said that they still fail to cope 
with their tasks. I do not in the least underestimate the great revo- 
lutionising réle of our State farms. But if we compare the enormous 
sums the State has invested in the State farms with the actual 
results they have achieved to date, we find an enormous discrepancy 
to the disadvantage of the State farms. The principal reason for 
the discrepancy is the fact that our State grain farms are too un- 
wieldy; the directors cannot manage such huge farms. The State 
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farms themselves are too specialised, they have no crop-rotation or 
fallow land; they do not include sectors for livestock farming. Evi- 
dently, it will be necessary to split up the farms and do away with 
their excessive specialisation.’™ 


The original stress on concentration and specialisation was 
thus reversed, ‘gigantomania’ was denounced, and the farms 
were reduced in size. They also declined in number—from 
4,742 in 1933 to 3,961 in 1938, in which year they accounted for 
9-1 per cent of the total sown area and 7:3 per cent of the 
cattle, and had 14 million employees.” 

Under Khrushchev, the number of State farms more than 
doubled, and at the time of his fall in 1964 there were 10,078." 
He favoured them as a means of furthering the urbanisation of 
rural life, and gave them pride of place in his Virgin Lands 
scheme, under which 425 were set up.” In some areas two, 
three or even four State farms were grouped together to form 
what was in effect an ‘agrotown’ with an initial population of 
up to 4,000.” ‘In the national interest’? much collective farm- 
land was transferred to the sovkhozes.™ At the September, 
1953, plenum it was also decided to develop State farms in the 
immediate vicinity of large towns to supply the urban popula- 
tions with vegetables and dairy produce.” By 1956, the number 
of State farms specialising in these fields had already reached 
340,” 

Under Khrushchev, the superiority of State farms over col- 
lective farms was emphasised in an ideological context. The 
196] Party Programme, for instance, while foreseeing the even- 
tual ‘merging of kolkhoz property and the property of the 
whole people into one communal property’, defined State farms 
as ‘the leading Socialist agricultural enterprises’. They would 
‘play an ever-increasing réle’, and ‘serve the kolkhozes as a 
model of progressive, scientifically managed, economically 
profitable social production, of high efficiency and labour pro- 
ductivity’. This emphasis has been dropped by the post- 
Khrushchev régime, and Brezhnev told the March, 1965, ple- 
num: ‘One must suppose that both these types of communal 
farming will exist and develop for a long time yet."™ (See 
Section III, p. 77.) 


(b) INTERNAL ORGANISATION 
The State farm is headed by a director, acting on the basis of 
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‘one-man-management’ (edinonachalie). His is the ultimate 
responsibility for all work on the State farm and for fulfilment 
of plans. He has the right to hire and dismiss workers, apart 
from senior officials such as the deputy director, chief agrono- 
mist and chief accountant, who are on the schedule of appoint- 
ments (nomenklatura) of higher organs of the Ministry of 
Agriculture.” The director is in charge of the farm’s finances, 
receives credits from Gosbank and concludes agreements. In 
pilot sovkhozes set up in 1966, and probably in the 300 trans- 
ferred to self-accounting in 1967, there is a ‘Council’ presided 
over by the director and consisting of senior officials. At least 
half its members are elected annually by the farm workers. 
The farms also have their own party and trade union organisa- 
tions. 

Unlike the collective farm, and due to its greater size, the 
State farm is usually split up into three or more ‘sections’ or 
livestock farms (fermy) on a territorial basis—a section gener- 
ally comprising a village or group of villages. The main section 
will include the central settlement where the administrative 
offices, repair workshops, main services, schools, clubs and 
most of the dwelling houses are situated. However, the other 
sections or fermy have their own workshops, storehouses, farm 
buildings and houses. The sections are divided into brigades 
and links of various types, corresponding in size and function 
with those in collective farms. In general, the brigade is 
assigned permanent personnel, machinery and equipment, live- 
stock and buildings and receives its separate production task 
for the year.™ 

The administrative superstructure in State farms is consider- 
ably greater than in collective farms, chiefly because they are 
larger. The State farm has an additional category of ‘chief 
specialists’ and also heads of section. They are also more fully 
provided with administrative and specialist staff at lower levels. 
Administrative and technical staffs (not including tractor 
drivers) amount to between six and seven per cent of total 
State farm personnel.” Farms also have numerous ancillary 
brigades for construction, transport, maintenance of electrical 
equipment, road-building, brick-making, in addition to black- 
smiths’ shops, educational and medical services, and canteens, 
for all of which the director is ultimately responsible. 
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(c) WAGES 


The State farm is both owned and managed by the State, and 
its employees have much the same conditions of work and 
benefits as State employees in non-agricultural sectors. They 
are able to join a trade union and can thus participate in the 
State social security schemes which are administered by the 
unions. As with industrial workers, they are paid according 
to rules laid down by the central government. They now re- 
ceive a guaranteed minimum wage of 60 roubles a month, as 
do urban workers.* Daily pay scales are laid down for various 
types of workers, based on fulfilment of a daily norm. Over- 
fulfilment of work-norms can be rewarded with various sup- 
plements and bonuses, though these do not appear in practice 
to make up a very substantial part of earnings. As in the case 
of urban workers, pay is based on a 41-hour, five-day week. 
Overtime is permitted, and leave in lieu is granted for it. 
Exceptionally, an annual payment may be made for overtime. 

There are two main pay scales, one for tractor-driver- 
mechanics, the other for ordinary labourers and _ livestock 
workers. They are divided into six grades, and a worker's grade 
is determined by his experience and qualifications. The scales 
for mechanised workers are split into three groups on a terri- 
torial basis." On the other hand, scales for ordinary labourers 
are, in principle, standard for all State farms in the Soviet 
Union.” Scales for piece-workers are about 10 per cent higher 
than for time-workers to ‘compensate for greater intensity of 
work.’™ In any case, the average wage works out the same.” 
Most workers in both State and collective farms are, in fact, 
piece-workers. 

Several types of bonus are payable in addition to basic rates, 
although the type and extent depend on the branch of agri- 
culture and the type of farming (for instance the degree of 
mechanisation and the type of crop). Extra awards are some- 
times paid to workers on various priority crops. This supple- 
mentary pay may not exceed one-and-a-half months’ basic pay 
in a year. The scales according to which daily rates of payment 
are made are shown in the following table.™ 

Bonuses (premia) are paid for overfulfilment of farms’ pro- 
duction plans. Bonuses are usually paid out to the brigade, 
detachment or link responsible for the particular crop, although 
some bonuses can be paid to individuals, especially in live- 
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Daily Rates of Pay for State Farm Workers 
(Roubles and kopecks) 


. Manual and Live- 
stock Work 
Time-workers 
Piece-workers 


2. Tractor drivers 
and Mechanics: 


Time-workers 


2-81-83 
8-09-6 


1st Group 4-50 
2nd Group 5-40 
8rd Group 5-90 
Piece-workers 5-00 
2nd Group 6-00 


8rd Group 6-50 


stock farming. How much is paid for a given degree of over- 
fulfilment again depends on the type of agriculture and the 
crop, but in any case such premia must not exceed 40 per 
cent of piece-rate earnings for the year.’* Time-workers are not 
eligible for such bonuses, but may receive an addition of up 
to 20 per cent of their basic scale during the year.” 

Supervisory staff, such as the men and women in charge of 
the brigade detachments and links, are paid up to 25 per cent 
above their rate on the basic scale and also receive bonuses. 
Their position on the scale is usually between grades three 
and six.” 

The payment system has been described as ‘very compli- 
cated’ and ‘hard for workers to understand’."* There was con- 
siderable criticism of the payment of labour in State farms at 
the March, 1965, plenum of the CPSU CC. One speaker said 
the system was ‘so imperfect that it puts a brake on production’, 
and that ‘highly productive work is paid even worse than 
work of medium or low productivity.” Since this plenum, 
there have been a few slight amendments to State farm 
workers’ pay structure. Under a party and government decree 
of April 22, 1966, tractor-driver-mechanics receive long-service 
supplements, additional harvest pay and better wage terms in 
off-periods.” 

Managerial staff—including specialist workers—were until 
recently guaranteed only 70 per cent of their basic salaries, the 
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other 30 per cent being paid at the end of the year if the 
output plan was fulfilled.“ This unpopular system was ended 
by a decree of April 1, 1965, under which basic salaries are 
paid in full each month. Staff workers now also receive a 
supplement of 0:3 per cent of annual salary for every one 
per cent overfulfilment of the sales or production plan. In 
addition, they receive a bonus of up to 10 per cent of basic 
salary for every one per cent over-fulfilment of the same plan. 
Up to five per cent of the farm’s above-plan profit can be 
distributed among staff workers.™ The basic salary of a staff 
worker may be raised or reduced by 10 per cent depending 
on his education, length of service and qualifications.” 

The decree of April 1, 1965, also slightly amended the salary 
scales of staff workers. There is now a ten-point instead of a 
seven-point scale, and higher-echelon staff workers receive 
considerably more than hitherto.™ The intention appears to be 
to recruit and retain better qualified staff. The larger the enter- 
prise and its output, the higher the salary scale of staff workers. 
Salary scales of lower-paid staff remain as before. Lower-grade 
staff, as lower-grade manual workers, are paid at a uniform 
rate in all State farms throughout the country. The present 
scales for State farm staff workers are shown in the table on 
the opposite page.’ 


(d) ECONOMIC ACCOUNTING (KHOZRASCHET) 


Throughout their development, an unsuccessful struggle has 
been waged to make the State farms pay for themselves, ini- 
tially by putting them on a self-accounting basis. Steps in this 
direction were taken as early as the end of the civil war: ‘At 
first, State farms were on the State budget. At the end of 1921, 
they were put on economic accounting.’™ In fact, they have at 
all times only been kept solvent by State subsidies. Khrushchev 
said at the January, 1955, party plenum: 


“With proper management no enterprise, let alone a State farm, 
should be unprofitable. Such a farm has no right to exist’.™ 


Khrushchev was echoed a decade later by Brezhnev, who said 
at the March, 1965, party plenum: 

‘The principles of economic accounting have been violated... 
We must renounce excessive regimentation in the distribution of 


capital investments and subsidies for sovkhozes and transfer sov- 
khozes in the near future to full economic accounting.’™ 
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Monthly Salary Rates of Management 
and Specialist Staff of State Farms 
(Roubles) 


Grades 
Post 


1\a\u\aw\|yvi[ri vin| Vint} 1x x 
Director 270- | 250-|210-| 200 | 190 | 180 | 170 ie 150 | 140 


800 | 270 | 250 


Head agronomist, | 280- | 200-/|180—| 170 | 160 140 _ 
engineer, zoo 250 | 230 | 200 

technician or 

veterinary 

surgeon 


Head economist 230—| 200—-|180—-| 170 | — 

250 | 2380 | 200 

Acting head 160— | 160— | 160— | 150— | 150— 120 | 120 120 
specialists, senior | 180 | 180 | 180 | 140 | 140 


agronomists, 
engineers, etc. 


Head of work- 120— | 120- | 120-| 120 | 120 | 110 | 110 | 110 100 
shop, senior 140 | 140 | 140 

agronomist, ete. 
Head, or acting 170— | 160—| 150—| 140 | 180 | 120 | 120 | 110 | 100 | 100 
head, accountant | 180 | 170 | 160 


Agronomists, zoo | 110—|110-|110—| 110 | 110 | 100 | 100 | 100 95 95 
technicians, 120 | 120 | 120 

veterinary sur- 
geons, econo- 
Mists, engineers, 
etc. 


Senior technician | 70— | 70—- | 70— | 70— | 70- | 70- | 70— | 70- | 70- | 70- 
80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 


Technicians of 60-— | 60 60. 60. 60. 60— | 60— | 60— | 60— | 60— 
all types vil) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 


Despite all efforts, the sovkhozes have only paid their way 
on a nationwide basis on two occasions since their inception 
in 1919. In 1956, they are said to have ‘made a profit for the 
first time, though a considerable number still ran at a loss’.” 
And they again finished the financial year with a profit, ‘for the 
first time for a number of years’, in 1966." These were out- 
standing crop years in districts where State farms predominate. 
More recently, in 1963, almost 70 per cent operated at a loss 
and required State subsidies of nearly three milliard roubles. 
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In 1934, a year of bumper harvests, the sovkhozes made an 
overall loss of 764 million roubles™ and 62 per cent were 
unprofitable. In 1965, this figure had dropped to 48 per 
cent, but only as a result of raised prices. 

This poor performance can be ascribed to a number of 
factors, principally managerial incompetence, unrealistic 
prices, and the feather-bedding effect of State subsidies. 

Under the post-Khrushchev régime, the State farms have 
been helped by the increased delivery prices introduced in 
1965, which raised their incomes in that year by an estimated 
two milliard roubles, and by an earlier decision that a sovkhoz 
would be permitted to retain 42 per cent of profit obtained.™ 
A pilot scheme for running State farms on an economic ac- 
counting basis was announced late in 1965." They were to 
receive the same procurement prices as the local kolkhozes, 
i.e., about 10 per cent more. 

The next step was the announcement on April 15, 1967, that 
390 State farms (about three per cent of the total) were to be 
put immediately on full economic accounting, including all 
State farms in the Estonian Republic and Voronezh oblast.™ 
In the event, 406 were transferred.” In these farms, 15 per 
cent of planned profit was to go to the material incentive fund, 
10 per cent for social and cultural construction and housing, 
20 per cent to a controlled insurance fund (in the previous 
year, 70-80 per cent coverage of crop value had been urged) 
and 10 per cent to capital investment. Since the remaining 
profit (i.e. 45 per cent) was to go to centralised funds for invest- 
ment etc., it appears that richer State farms are expected to 
foot the bills of the poorer, despite objections.“ 


AGRICULTURAL PROCUREMENTS 
AND THE CONTRACT SYSTEM 


The farms’ obligations to fulfil their deliveries of produce to 
the State dominate all their activity. The State continues to 
enforce the fulfilment of obligations ruthlessly and without 
regard for peasant interests. A Soviet economist has com- 
mented: 

‘The small effect of material incentives in kolkhoz production at 
the present stage stems from the existence of a deep contradiction 


between society’s interests and those of the kolkhozes, concerning a 
central point of their economic relations: the State procurements of 
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kolkhoz produce. The State procurements, which are extremely 
necessary for satisfying the requirements of the national economy, 
are still often disadvantageous for the kolkhozes, and are carried 
out in many cases against their material interests and with the aid 
of administrative measures,’ 


The procurement system is based on annual and long-term 
procurement plans for each of the main agricultural products 
throughout the country, broken down according to Republics. 
They are drawn up by the USSR Ministry of Agriculture and 
approved by the USSR Council of Ministers. The USSR Coun- 
cil of Ministers also approves procurement prices for the 
different products and their differential rates according to 
Republics. Republic Councils of Ministers are responsible for 
procurement plans only for minor crops such as vegetables, 
fruits and honey, destined for local consumption, and even these 
must be communicated to the USSR Gosplan and to the Central 
Statistical Office. The procurement plans are passed down 
from the USSR Council of Ministers to the Republic Council 
of Ministers, to the krai/oblast Soviet Executive Committees, 
to the raion Agricultural Production Administrations which, 
finally, use them ‘as the basis for distributing procurement 
tasks among individual collective and State farms’. 

How the raion administrations carry this out is left vague. 
They are supposed to adopt ‘a differentiated approach to each 
farm, taking into consideration the long-term development of 
its economy, specialisation, and the need to leave produce in 
the farm for expanding production (seed and fodder), and for 
the personal needs of the kolkhozniks.’ But ‘the question of 
how, in fact, to distribute the procurement plan among the 
farms has not been decided’, and local authorities have been 
left to work out their own methods, ‘many of which have no 
scientific basis“, The commonest of these methods seems to 
be to fix the plan for each farm on the basis of its ‘achieved 
level’ in previous years. 

Although deliveries of produce surplus to the plan are sup- 
posedly voluntary, they also are planned: 

‘The volumes of free deliveries of agricultural produce are an- 
nually determined by the USSR Gosplan with the USSR Ministry 
of Agriculture and submitted for approval to the USSR Council of 
Ministers. They are established by taking into account harvest 
prospects for the crops to be delivered, and are distributed to each 
Union Republic. Plans for free deliveries are given to the procure- 
ment agencies. They are not given to collective and State farms,’ 
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In practice, the ‘free deliveries’ of staple produce are re- 
garded as just as compulsory as the basic, planned deliveries: 

‘In connexion with the exceptionally tight situation with regard 
to the country’s grain balance, the principle that the kolkhozes may 
freely dispose of their surplus-to-plan produce will not find its 
full expression for several years to come. Together with the basic 
fixed plan for grain sales by Republics, krais and oblasts, a compul- 
sory plan is also set for additional sales. The result is a system of 
“two plans”, the difference being that under the first produce is sold 
at the basic procurement price, and under the second it is sold at 
one-and-a-half times the price.’ 


The farms’ planned deliveries are the basis for annual con- 
tracts which they must conclude, under the supervision of the 
raion agricultural administrations, with the procurement agen- 
cies. The main agencies are the Ministries of Grain Products, 
Food, Meat and Milk, Light Industry, Trade, Agriculture and 
Health, and the Consumer Co-operatives. The multiplicity of 
agencies admittedly causes confusion. 

Contracts are supposed to be concluded by not later than 
January 1 each year, but this is rarely achieved. Separate 
contracts are concluded for each product to be delivered.’ 
The contracts are supposed to be concluded on the farms, 
and the representatives of the procurement agencies are sup- 
posed to visit the farms for this purpose. (In practice. there 
are cases in which representatives ‘demanded that the leaders 
of the collective and State farms themselves should appear at 
the reception points, at enterprises or in raion centres, or sent 
the farms draft contracts by post’.)"! Above-plan deliveries are 
specified either in the basic contracts or in separate ones. 

The contracts specify the quantities and types of produce to 
be delivered and sold, as previously determined by the plan. 
They also specify delivery dates and places, and the procure- 
ment agency’s responsibilities for accepting and paying for the 
produce. Finally, they provide for penalties (fines) for non- 
fulfilment of obligations by either side.“ 

In reality, the contracts have little force, and are often empty 
formalities: ‘Unfortunately a formal attitude is often adopted 
towards the contract agreements, and the sanctions and 
material responsibility for which they provide are not 
applied.’ Certainly they offer small protection to the farms 
in their dealings with the procurement agencies: 


‘The agreements between the kolkhozes and the procurement 
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organisations often do not meet legal requirements, and are con- 
cluded without taking the kolkhozes’ interests into account. In 
many cases, as a result of the infringement of planning, contractual 
and financial discipline, the rights and interest of agricultural 
workers are damaged.’ 


In August, 1966, despite the contracts, more than 1% million 
head of fattened pigs, which collective and State farms in the 
RSFSR were to deliver, were not accepted by the procurement 
agencies at the proper time, because the processing industry 
had refused them. In the Ukraine, in the first half of 1966, more 
than 306,000 head of cattle and 560,000 pigs were not accepted 
from the farms. In the RSFSR, in some years, up to 30 per cent 
of vegetables for delivery are not accepted by the procurement 
agencies, even though urban centres are short of supplies. 

Since the contracts have so little practical significance, and 
the deliveries of produce for which they provide have already 
been assigned to the farms as ‘planned tasks’, one may wonder 
what their purpose is. The answer seems to be that they are 
necessary not so much to regulate the procurement process as 
to provide a democratic fagade for it: 


‘What is the practical significance of establishing contractual rela- 
tions in agricultural procurements and, above all, in the process of 
fulfilling the planned centralised procurements of kolkhoz and 
sovkhoz produce . . . ? Contractual relations best of all comply with 
the principle of democratic centralism.... This form corresponds 
more fully with the character of the kolkhozes, whose expression of 
their intent, as owners of the produce, is the necessary condition for 
its disposal also under the firm procurement plans.’¥’ 


Superimposed on the plan and contracts for procurements is 
the vast propaganda campaign, perpetually put out by the party 
and its ‘agriprop’ apparatus, for over-fulfilment of targets 
and the assumption of new ‘undertakings’, in ‘Socialist compe- 
tition’. The first secretary of the Nikolaev oblast party com- 
mittee reported recently, for example, that collective farmers 
in his oblast ‘on the initiative of the party organisation, have 
reconsidered the obligations adopted earlier and have under- 
taken to increase the harvest of all grains this year to 25 cent- 
ners a hectare, and of winter wheat to 30 centners. They are 
striving to fulfil the Five-Year Plan for the sale of grain to the 
State in three years... Many other farms in the oblast have 
started a campaign to fulfil the Five-Year-Plan for grain sales 
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to the State in four years. The remaining collective and State 
farms are trying to follow their example.’ 


PRIVATE PLOTS 


As has been shown in the earlier sections of this study 
(Section I, pp. 83-5; Section II, pp. 54, 58, 65-6; Section III, 
pp. 73-4), the authorities have, ever since collectivisation, blown 
hot and cold on these vestiges of traditional peasant farming 
to suit the needs of the moment. At present, they are pursuing 
a line of guarded encouragement. Polyansky recently re- 
emphasised the view that although the plots would eventually 
disappear, this would not happen ‘soon or all at once’, and that 
they had meanwhile a useful function to perform, not only for 
the peasants but for the economy as a whole. 

Official figures show how indispensable the plots in fact are. 
In 1966, they produced 63 per cent of the country’s potatoes, 
41 per cent of vegetables, 54 per cent of fruit and berries, 
40 per cent of meat, 39 per cent of milk, 67 per cent of eggs 
and 20 per cent of wool. From this source (which includes the 
private plots of State farm workers and urban workers) came 
44 per cent of the marketed potatoes, 37 per cent of the eggs, 
17 per cent of the meat, 14 per cent of the wool, 12 per cent 
of the vegetables and seven per cent of the milk. Although 
the plots only occupy about three per cent of the total sown 
area, they appear to be responsible for about a third of total 
agricultural production, and for as much as 40 per cent of 
livestock production.” The plots usually average less than a 
third of a hectare, but there appear to be as many as 50 million 
of them. 

Most of the produce of the plots is not marketed but con- 
sumed by the peasants (in the RSFSR, 70 per cent of the milk, 
66 per cent of the meat and 90 per cent of the potatoes pro- 
duced on the plots is estimated to be consumed by the plot- 
holders). Between 75 per cent and 100 per cent of the potatoes, 
vegetables, milk, meat and eggs consumed by kolkhozniks 
comes from their plots. 

The plots give the kolkhozniks a much bigger return for 
their labour than the collective farm. In 1963-5, they spent 60 
per cent of their working time, on average, on the farm, obtain- 
ing from this source only 37 per cent of their income; and 
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30 per cent of their working time on the plots, from which 
they obtained over 35 per cent of their income.™ 

Work on the plots is largely the task of women. In the 
RSFSR, male able-bodied kolkhozniks spent on average only 
nine per cent of their working time on the plots; women over 
33 per cent. 

Though the post-Khrushchev régime has indicated an inten- 
tion of tolerating and modestly supporting private plots, there 
is much uncertainty (as always) about how far toleration and 
support can or should go. Confusion over the issue began with 
the lifting of the Khrushchev restrictions at the end of 1964. 
When they were lifted, ‘no kind of new concrete recommenda- 
tions were issued about the possible sizes of private plots and 
the number of private cattle...It was merely stated that the 
norms in force before the introduction of the unjustified limita- 
tions should be restored. But which norms? More often than 
not this was obscure... All this frequently led to local mis- 
understandings, and has not by any means even now removed 
discrepancies in the solution of the matter.” 

Attempts to put pressure on the kolkhozniks to liquidate 
their plots still occur. One of the main party journals recently 
held up as an example a kolkhoz which, ‘on the decision of the 
kolkhozniks’, bought all their cows and reduced the size of 
their plots."* The tug-of-war continues between peasants who, 
by various ruses, attempt illegally to expand their plots at the 
expense of the farms, and the authorities, who do their best 
to unmask such practices.” The plots are also the centre of a 
controversy over labour-discipline: “Some kolkhoz chairmen 
consider the reduction of kolkhoz household private plots to be 
the basic method of strengthening labour discipline.’ But 
reformers are trying to get this form of sanction abolished 
when the Model Statutes are revised.’ 

The post-Khrushchev régime would obviously prefer to 
shelve rather than tackle the whole thorny issue of the plots. 
But the pressure for reform will not abate, and the economic 
importance of the plots is so great that the régime cannot really 
avoid intervening. 


VILLAGE LIFE 
(a) RURAL DEPOPULATION 


Almost half the Soviet population (107-1 million, or 46 per 
cent) is still classified as rural. Almost half this rural population 
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(52 million, or 48-6 per cent) is made up of kolkhozniks; the 
rest are State farmers, the ‘rural intelligentsia’, and the village 
bureaucracy.” Before the Second World War, Stalin set the 
target of drafting one-and-a-half million young kolkhozniks 
annually into industry.” The forced migration declined after 
the war, but was replaced by a spontaneous drift, especially of 
young people, from the villages to the towns. This exceeded 
expectations, and caused an alarming decline in the agricul- 
tural labour force. The First Secretary of the Pskov obkom 
told the March, 1965, plenum, for example, that between 1957 
and 1964 able-bodied kolkhozniks in his oblast had declined 
from 200,000 to 110,000. If the trend continued, ‘in ten years 
time there will be no able-bodied population in the kol- 
khozes’1” Pavlov, the Komsomol leader, told the plenum that 
‘in many kolkhozes’ the average age of the labourers was over 
50.18 

According to a recent issue of Party Life, which expressed 
concer at ‘this very serious matter’, ‘there are many hidden 
causes which impel young people to leave their home vil- 
lages’. 

A survey into the “anxieties of the Smolensk region’ revealed 
some of them.” The investigators singled out the following, in 
order of importance: 


(1) ‘“the higher the educational level, the more sharply the 
prestige of the village... falls”; those who go, or are 
forced to go, to towns for specialised education (even in 
agricultural subjects) are likely to remain there; 

(2) ‘there are no fixed hours in the countryside... manual 
labour predominates and pay is low. People write: “I see 
my mother working from early morning to late at night 
and I am not attracted by the prospect”; “the same work 
pays more in the town than in the village. It is difficult 
to live on low earnings”; 

(3) ‘the low level of cultural and everyday services... In 
conversations with the young people, they complained 
about this even more than the other two causes.’ 


Other social pressures were important. Even if a teenager 
resisted the temptations of town life to begin with, on finishing 
his national service 


‘he will either be recruited for a construction job... or will 
marry a town girl, or be talked around by his comrades or “come 
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to his senses” by himself, but he will never return to his native 
village. ... And once the young men have gone, the girls will also 
leave—they do not want simply to wither on the vine. Through 
the force of objective circumstances, through distortion of the 
sexual structure, we have simply been “driving” girls out of the 
villages... 

‘No sooner has one member of the family left and settled in 
town than he turns into a magnet attracting the growing members 
of the family one by one. Only the old people remain behind, the 
parents serving as caretakers in the deserted dwellings which the 
others may visit to rest in the lap of nature.’ 


Life in towns for the new migrants is frequently difficult. 
Even though labour reserves exist in the countryside (in many 
areas there is a pool of under-employed or seasonal workers) 
they are frequently unable to find employment in towns, 
according to one writer, who refers to the calculations of 
economists which demonstrate the ‘very limited’ possibilities 
of absorption into industry ‘in the coming 10-15 years’. 

Various remedies for the problem of rural depopulation have 
been proposed, but as Aleksandr Yanov, a frank writer on 
rural themes, has recently pointed out: 


‘Practice proves indisputably that when applied individually, 
outside the whole complex of social, political and cultural problems 
facing the countryside today, these measures basically “won’t work”. 
Educated village youngsters leave clubs, good housing and pros- 
perity. Obviously they are not satisfied by enough to eat, a roof 
overhead and dances in the clubs.’?” 


An earlier article by Yanov and another writer quoted a 
Smolensk farm chairman on the long-term economic, but more 
particularly psychological, answer: 

‘The forces of the towns should be put at the service of the land. 
All their progressive engineering thought, all their means of propa- 
ganda and agitation should work to raise the prestige of the coun- 
tryside. Only on such a basis can the rural young be brought to 
love the land.’ 


(b) CONSUMER GOODS AND SERVICES 


Until the post-Khrushchev régime abolished it at the end of 
1965, there was a special price mark-up of about seven per 
cent for various consumer goods sold in rural areas, on the 
grounds that marketing and transport costs were higher.” 
Inequities remain, however, in the shape of an ‘obsolete 
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system of supplying goods’ to the rural shops.” The chairman 
of the Russian Federation’s Consumer Co-operatives provided 
figures which demonstrated that ‘a significant section of the 
rural population (80-40 per cent) is forced to acquire many 
necessities in the towns’. One of the most frequent complaints 
aired in the Soviet Press is the unavailability of consumer goods 
in country areas. One recent article has pointed to the advan- 
tages of cutting out one of the stages in the present system 
(the State wholesale depét which forces the shops to take 
whatever it thinks fit) and of developing a system of direct 
contracts between consumers’ co-operatives and factories. This 
is opposed by the Ministry of Trade because it would mean a 
reduction in the number of employees in the State trading 
system.” 

The standard of the service industries is far lower in the 
countryside than in the towns. In 1964, services of an industrial 
character performed in urban areas per head of the population 
were 4,4 times more than those performed in rural areas, and 
services of a non-industrial character were 8-4 times more: 

‘The shortage of servicing enterprises, the poor organisation of 
their work in servicing the rural population, the high price of their 
work, lead to the fact that the rural population primarily makes use 
of the services of private people.’™ 


In 1967, it was stated that a rural inhabitant of the RSFSR 
has six times fewer services than urban dwellers, In Turkmenia 
the corresponding figure was 17 times fewer.™ 


(c) CULTURAL AMENITIES 


According to a speaker at the March, 1965, plenum: ‘Not only 
material conditions but the state of cultural and ordinary living 
conditions of people in the country is far behind that in the 
towns. This difference is not diminishing, but increasing. Living 
conditions in the village stay what they were many years 
ago.’*® It is commonly agreed that the low standard of cultural 
amenities has a bearing on the exodus into the towns (although 
it has also been said that ‘it would be difficult to find an in- 
stance in which a club has kent young people in the country- 
side’™). One of the main focal centres of ‘cultural’ activity is 
the village clubhouse—over 111,000 of which exist.” But 
many are inaccessible: a third of the rural inhabitants of the 
RSFSR cannot visit them, for example, because of the distances 
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involved."* The premises frequently leave a great deal to be 
desired: 


‘In many cases these are former churches, kulak houses or ware- 
houses in an extremely ancient, sometimes tumbledown state, 
poorly equipped, unheated and without elementary conditions for 
people’s leisure.’™ 


Even where new ones exist, 


‘as a rule there is still no proper work in them and “no films are 
shown” through the year.’™ 


The main reason is the extreme shortage of ‘cultural workers’. 

Ninety per cent of those who answered a questionnaire in 
the Voronezh region declared that ‘nothing’ pleased them in 
their clubs.“! When it came to preferences, film shows and 
dances topped the poll: an ‘amazingly minute’ number of 
people preferred the functions with overtones of political in- 
doctrination, like ‘Question and Answer Evenings’. Despite 
such evidence, ideological functionaries still issue pronounce- 
ments of this nature: 


‘Not infrequently socio-political work is poorly provided for in 
clubs. People do not know how to organise debates or to attract 
young people to an evening of discussion on a subject. But all this 
must take place in a club!’™ 


(d) HOUSING AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 


One of the most constant complaints concerns the lack of 
building materials. It is common for the funds allocated by the 
State to kolkhozes for the purchase of these materials not to 
be used up, and the lack of material gives rise to much illicit 
‘acquisition’. 

At the March, 1965, plenum the delegate from Tambov 
oblast remarked that ‘an especially grievous situation with 
regard to housing is growing up in villages in treeless areas... 
the izbas (traditional wooden dwellings) are falling apart, and 
we are not allowed to sell even a cubic metre of timber’. The 
Kirgiz party First Secretary said: 

‘Only 19 per cent of the population of the Republic’s State farms 
at the moment have their own living accommodation from State 
funds. Over 7,000 teachers, doctors and other specialists working 
in small areas have no assured accommodation. ... A large propor- 
tion of rural inhabited points, particularly in mountainous areas, 
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are entirely without amenities, and in the villages cramped mud 
huts predominate....The overwhelming majority of livestock- 
workers live in yourts (nomadic-type tents), tents or in accommo- 
dation which does not meet elementary requirements.”™ 


At the 28rd CPSU Congress in 1966, it was decided to set up 
Republican Ministries for Rural Construction. However, the 
situation does not appear to have changed much since then.™ 

The area covered by a farm is often immense, and the idea 
of concentrating dispersed settlements into larger villages with 
urban-type housing is periodically raised, though the prospects 
of achieving anything along these lines seem little better now 
than they were in the early ‘fifties when Stalin squashed 
Khrushchev’s ‘agrogorod plan. A current plan aims to select 
120,000 of the 600-700,000 existing rural settlements for de- 
velopment 


‘in order that the remaining 480 or 580,000 become non-existent. 
The inhabitants of neighbouring settlements will have to move into 
the settlements with a future where all the amenities of town life 
will be created.” 


Allusion is openly made to the ‘ideological “basis”’ under- 
lying one aspect of the question—the separation of the peasant 
from his private plot by putting him in a multi-storeyed house, 
often together with other families: 


‘The higher he is raised above the ground, the further he is from 
private property.’ 


Under the pretext of resettlement plans some local authorities 
are forbidding the repair of existing homes, although the new 
settlements are as yet unbuilt.™ 

In some parts of the Soviet Union, notably the Baltic States, 
Belorussia and the Ukraine, collectivised peasant families con- 
tinue to inhabit isolated farmsteads (khutory) surviving from 
the pre-collectivisation period. It is admitted that these scat- 
tered families pose difficulties for party indoctrination and 
political control.” Their resettlement in kolkhoz village centres 
was supposed to have been carried out even before the Second 
World War, but hardly any progress has been made.™ The 
First Secretary of the Krasnodar krai party Committee recently 
complained that because of the widely scattered nature of 
small local settlements they did not as a rule possess party 
or Komsomol organisations. His party Committee was support- 
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ing ‘the initiative of the kolkhozes’ in concentrating their popu- 
lations into larger settlements.” 

Village life as a whole is, of course, particularly resistant to 
party ideology: 


‘Religious survivals are particularly tenacious among village 
dwellers by virtue of the presence of substantial differences between 
town and villages. Research into the state of religious belief in 
Belorussia has shown, for example, that the level of religious belief 
of the town population is half that of the rural population.’™ 


Rural isolation is to a large extent a consequence of a poor 
road system. A journalist recently exclaimed: 


‘Roads! Roads between settlements, roads—streets with pave- 
ments within villages! I am convinced that without this it is impos- 
sible to speak seriously not only about overcoming the considerable 
differences between the country and the town but also about the 
most elementary culture of the village.’™ 


Nearly 80 per cent of the roads in the RSFSR (which suffers 
more than some other Republics in this respect) are earth 
tracks ‘essentially unsuitable for cars’.* For this reason alone, 
urban dwellers are likely to be the main beneficiaries of the 
recent, more indulgent policy towards the private car. 


(e) SOCIAL SERVICES; 
PENSIONS, TRADE UNIONS 


In the provision of social services, the State spent only half as 
much on the rural population, per head, as on the urban, in 
1959.” 

Until recently, old age and disablement pensions, sickness, 
maternity and other benefits, and subsidised holidays, were 
only provided for rank-and-file collective farmers from collec- 
tive farm funds (apart from one or two special categories of 
workers such as the war disabled). Since most kolkhozes had 
little money to spare, such services were inadequate. In any 
case, not more than two per cent of total income could be set 
aside for the provision of such services.™ In 1957, less than 
four per cent of elderly collective farmers received a pension 
of any kind; by 1959 the figure was 14 per cent, but the average 
pension was only some 8 roubles per month compared to the 
stipulated minimum State pension of 30 roubles.” Soviet 
literary fiction of the period reflects the social injustice: in 
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Abramoy’s celebrated story Round and About, the first person 
to receive a pension in the history of the kolkhoz—a pension 
in kind at that—was an old woman reduced to begging.™ 

In 1964, action was finally taken to remedy the situation. A 
pension fund financed partly by the State and partly by the 
collective farms themselves was established. However, the 
guiding principles were strict: 

‘There must not be a levelling approach in providing pensions for 

collective farmers ... Those kolkhozniks must be provided for better 
who work well and make a big contribution to communal produc- 
tion’. 
The kolkhoznik’s minimum old-age pension was fixed at 12 
roubles per month and his retirement age at 65. This compared 
badly with the minimum of 30 roubles, under the State pension 
law of 1956, for urban workers, who could retire at 60. In 
1967, the retirement age was lowered to that of urban workers: 
60 for men and 55 for women, and certain other lesser improve- 
ments were made (such as an increase in minimum sickness 
benefits).”° 

Although the richer kolkhozes help to finance the less pros- 
perous ones via the central fund, the old-age pensions are 
based on previous earnings for work on the farm over any 
five-year period in the ten years prior to retirement. Members 
of the many economically weak farms, in which the pay is 
low, thus continue to be badly off in their retirement as well. 

Under a decree of July 20, 1964, kolkhoz chairmen, special- 
ists, machine operators and technicians enjoy the more gener- 
ous pension rights accorded industrial and State farm workers.™ 
These are also the only categories which, since 1964, are 
entitled to join a trade union (to which all State farm workers 
have always belonged). Polyansky recognised recently that if 
ordinary kolkhozniks had the same social insurance and trade 
union rights as the State farmers and industrial workers, this 
would ‘play a big rdéle in erasing the social differences between 
the working class and the kolkhoz peasantry’. But he only held 
out a vague hope of achieving this when ‘the time comes’.™” 


(f) EDUCATION 


Educational facilities and opportunities have always been 
worse for rural children than those available to their urban 
contemporaries. 
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In 1967, 26 per cent of kolkhozniks were said to have had a 
secondary or higher education compared to 44 per cent of the 
working class." A sociological analysis has pointed out that: 


‘the chance of young people who live in large towns entering a 
higher educational institute is much better than for those living in 
rural areas because the level of teaching in town schools is higher, 
as a rule’. 


The great disparity in educational opportunities available to 
children of the urban intelligentsia and of agricultural workers 
was shown in a survey of ten per cent of secondary school- 
leavers in the Novosibirsk oblast in 1963. Ninety-three per cent 
of the former and 76 per cent of the latter wished to proceed 
to further education; 82 per cent of the former did so, but only 
ten per cent of the latter. Two per cent of the former and ten 
per cent of the latter wished to proceed to work; 15 per cent of 
the former did so, but 90 per cent of the latter.” 

In line with Khrushchev’s policy of ‘bringing education 
nearer to life’, up to 80 per cent of places in higher educational 
establishments were reserved, after 1958, for applicants with 
two years’ experience on production. In 1959, a decree, ‘on 
the participation of industrial enterprises and State and collec- 
tive farms in filling places in higher educational establishments 
and technical colleges to train specialists for their enterprises’, 
entitled kolkhozes and sovkhozes to send farmworkers at the 
farms’ expense to universities, etc., after which they returned 
to the farms.”* The post-Khrushchev régime reversed this 
policy, which it found resulted in excessive discrimination 
against academically qualified applicants for higher education. 
It abolished the special quota of places for production workers, 
and although the farms apparently still have the right to select 
their own candidates, the latter must now pass entrance exami- 
nations.” 

Even the statutory minimum period of primary schooling is 
not always completed and complaints that the shift system—up 
to three shifts daily—is still in force come predominantly from 
rural areas.” 

At the 1967 session of the USSR Supreme Soviet, a delegate 
from a mountainous region revealed that teachers in small 
village schools were taking up to four classes simultaneously. 
Many schools had been shut, leaving children without educa- 
tional facilities. Funds for building boarding schools were not 


[123] 


forthcoming.® An article about conditions in the Omsk oblast 
revealed the low standards of teachers, particularly in rural 
areas, and the fact that ‘a good half of the teachers do not stay 
in the villages’. Among the causes cited was the difference in 
town and rural customs—a smart young female teacher would 
be, for example, told to try and ‘look like everyone else’.™ 

Material factors are, however, clearly pre-eminent among 
the reasons for understaffing. Despite an increase in salary in 
1964, the teaching profession is still regarded as lowly paid. 
One teacher was quoted as saying in 1967 that any other pro- 
fession was more profitable.™ But the lack of housing—or suit- 
able housing—is perhaps even more important. The main 
teachers’ newspaper recently cited the case, for example, of a 
teacher living with her family of five in a nine-square-metre 
living space.™ A local party Secretary suggested that there 
were some kolkhoz chairmen—extremely few, of course—who 
reasoned thus: 


‘What do I need ten-year teaching for? The children will learn, 
read their little books and run off to the town.” 


Similar attitudes may help to explain the reluctance of many 
farms to provide suitable amenities for teachers and pupils. 
Until September 1, 1965, the transport of schoolchildren in 
rural areas to and from school had to be paid for by their 
parents.™ Pre-school facilities are also markedly poorer in the 
countryside. 

Low educational standards are very much a feature of those 
who remain on the land. This is particularly true of the high 
proportion of unskilled labour to be found on kolkhozes. Some 
recent figures concerning a kolkhoz in the Ryazan region are 
instructive: of the workers in this lowest category, 4:3 per cent 
were illiterate, 79-5 per cent had only had a primary education, 
14-6 per cent had an incomplete secondary education and a 
mere 1-6 per cent had completed their secondary education.™ 

One widespread practice often singled out for condemnation 
(in a 1966 party and government Resolution for example) is the 
employment of schoolchildren in fields during harvest time. 
The resolution forbids work ‘not directly concerned with the 
educational process during school hours’, but in the past, 
rural authorities have claimed that such work is part of voca- 
tional training. 
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(g) HEALTH SERVICES 


One of the perennial problems of the Soviet countryside is 
the disinclination of qualified people, like doctors and teachers, 
to live there. The authorities have the power to assign new 
graduates to any part of the Soviet Union, but young people 
frequently refuse to use their qualifications, preferring even 
menial work in towns. Those who do take the posts often leave 
them when their stint is over, even though there may be special 
financial inducements to stay in the areas in question. A 
Chekhovian sense of isolation pervades one recent analysis of 
a village in the Kostroma area: 


‘Ninety intelligenty [not necessarily “intellectuals”: the concept 
merges with that of “white-collar workers”] live in Andreevsky. 
Surely they have opportunities for intellectual contacts, for consoli- 
dating into another... social group in village society... But the 
point is that such a group is lacking in the village. The teachers 
keep to themselves, the medical people to themselves, the [agri- 
cultural] specialists as well. They do not in any way feel them- 
selves to be a united force, the representatives of modern science 
and thought, and still less do they feel themselves to be an influen- 
tial group in the village community. Can one be surprised? They 
can spend the whole of their lives living and working in this 
community ... but nine out of ten of them are not kolkhoz mem- 
bers and have no decisive voice at its meetings.’™” 


In 1967, there were said to be only one-ninth as many doctors 
and one-third as many hospital beds for every 10,000 rural 
inhabitants as for the same number of town-dwellers.™ Under 
the 1959-65 Seven-Year Plan, it was official policy to encourage 
kolkhozes to build cottage-hospitals and maternity homes out 
of their own resources, Many medical posts are thus only staffed 
by relatively unqualified medical auxiliaries called feldshers 
and by nurses and midwives. However, there is now pressure 
for more State aid in building larger, well-equipped hospitals. 
At the March, 1965, plenum it was stated that despite the 
increase in the number of medical establishments, they did not 
correspond to ‘the minimum demands’.™ In particular, the lack 
of specialised treatment is deplored.™ 

There have in the past been reports of refusals by town 
hospitals to treat rural patients and also of refusals by kolkhoz 
chairmen to provide transport in urgent cases.™ 
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(h) ELECTRIFICATION 


The physical immensity of the Soviet Union helps to explain 
the relatively slow spread of electrification to kolkhozes. Until 
as late as 1958, only 49 per cent received electricity via the 
grid or their own generating stations. However, the percentage 
has risen rapidly: in 1966, it was claimed that 95 per cent of 
collective farms were making use of electricity for production 
purposes.** The same source made it clear that only 76 per 
cent of the homes of collective and State farmers had electricity 
in 1966. 

In a well-known documentary story published at the end of 
1962, A. Yashin contrasted two villages: 


‘In the large village of Sushinovo there was still no electricity, 
no radio, no library, no club.’ 


However: 


‘The village of Gribaevo was already connected to relayed wire- 
less; next to the ikon-shelf hung the body of a loudspeaker and 
electric light burned under the ceiling. The proximity of an indus- 
trial scheme was evident in everything. It is true that in order for 
the light to shine with sufficient strength one had to screw in bulbs 
of 150 candlepower and lower voltage.’** 


At the March, 1965, plenum the Belorussian party First 
Secretary revealed that in his Republic a third of the kolkhoz 
households ‘cannot use electricity even for lighting their 
homes’.** An oblast party Secretary spoke of the Pskov area 
thus: 


‘About 70 per cent of the rural population in the collective farms 
does not possess electric lighting and makes use of kerosene lamps, 
moreover often without lamp-glass. It is evident that certain 
workers in the planning organs are so divorced from life that they 
consider the electrification of villages to be completed and have 
stopped planning the production of lamp-glass in the necessary 
quantities. The population, especially young people, cannot recon- 
cile itself to such living conditions in the villages. It leaves the 
villages and tries to go where material and living conditions are 
better,’™* 


(i) MECHANISATION 


Soviet agriculture is still under-mechanised. This was empha- 
sised by several speakers at the March, 1965, plenum. In the 
Volgograd oblast, where early sowing of grain crops is particu- 


[126] 


larly important, farms are unable to achieve it, according to 
the party First Secretary, ‘because of shortage of cultivators, 
grain-sowers and even harrows. Things got so bad, comrades, 
that in the last four to five years these most simple agricultural 
machines were no longer sold to the collective and State farms 
according to their requirements, but were rationed out.’™ 

In the Rostov oblast, in 1965, a minimum of 17,000 tractors 
were needed to carry out ploughing according to scientific re- 
quirements, but only 11,500 were available. There was a 
similar shortage of other machinery.” 

Even when machinery is available, it is sometimes a doubt- 
ful asset. The head of Soyuzselkhoztekhnika told the plenum 
about a seed-drilling attachment for the K700 tractor, which 
required for its maintenance the daily greasing of 212 points 
—an operation taking five hours. Many tractors, he said, re- 
quired daily greasing and maintenance occupying a quarter of 
each working day.™ Difficulty in obtaining spare parts is 
another notorious problem. In 1966, the Ministry of Tractor 
and Agricultura] Machine-building underfulfilled its planned 
production of spare parts by over 7 million items, and the 
Ministry of the Automobile Industry by 6 million items. 
Soyuzselkhoztekhnika carried out a sample check of the spare 
parts supplied to its warehouses, and found over half of those 
checked—1,344,000—defective.™ 

One of the arguments originally put forward by the party 
for large-scale farming, in State and collective farms, was that 
they would be able to make fullest use of modern agricultural 
machinery—especially tractors. And yet, more than 30 years 
after collectivisation, Soviet industry is still unable to provide 
the farms with the necessary machines and technical supplies: 


‘At the present time the industry of the USSR is still not in a 
position to satisfy the constantly growing demand of the countryside 
for the necessary machines, mechanical equipment, chemicals and 
other materials. This will apparently require some time yet.’™ 


For the farmworkers, the lack of machinery often means 
unremitting drudgery, much of it performed by women, and 
in harsh climatic conditions. In 1965, some 95 per cent of all 
kolkhozniks were engaged in predominantly physical labour.” 
In 1967, 80 per cent lacked any form of ‘professional training’ 
(e.g. as tractor drivers or combine operators), and were ‘occu- 
pied primarily in manual labour’.** Hand-tools such as shovels 
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and rakes are designed and produced only for use by men. 
One economist has found it necessary to warn against ‘ignoring 
the interests of the almost 16 million army of female agricul- 
tural workers, on whose shoulders has lain the main burden of 
unskilled labour in the communal economy and on the private 
plots’.# 

A journalist recently stated: 


‘Out of every hundred kolkhoz and sovkhoz cows, 78 are still 
milked by hand, and about half watered by hand because there 
are no water pipes. As for the distribution of fodder and gathering 


of manure, the main mechanical aids are still in general the shovel 
and fork.’ 


Even a job belonging by definition to women—that of milk- 
maid—is very arduous. The journalist already quoted once 
established that a milkmaid in charge of 14 cows (an average 
figure) has to perform some 8,000 ‘difficult movements’ in milk- 
ing daily. 


‘And apart from that, the milkmaid has to feed and water and 
clean the cows and muck out and carry heavy chums and wash them 
out and sterilise them with steam. And to do this she has to get up 
at four or, if she lives a long way off, at three o'clock in the morning 
in order to arrive in time for the morning milking; she finally gets 
back at ten or even eleven o'clock. And if she has a family (and I 
have written more than once that precisely because of milkmaids’ 
working conditions family life often does not work out), she has 
either to neglect her family or her work.’™ 
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